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Summer melt is the phenomenon where students complete the requirements and 
get accepted into a higher education institution but fail to matriculate following high 
school graduation.  Lower socioeconomic status students are affected the most, and 
summer melt rates range from 22% to 50% in school districts (Arnold, K., Fleming, S., 
DeAnda, M., Castleman, B., & Wartman, K., 2009; Castleman & Page, 2014a; Naranjo, 
Pang, & Alvarado, 2016).  After high school graduation, students are left on their own to 
navigate through the difficulties of matriculating.  The purpose of the study is to create 
and implement a peer mentor text message campaign to mitigate summer melt.  Rooted in 
Schlossberg’s Transition Theory (STT), the study created an intervention to turn 
liabilities into assets during the student’s moving through phase (Schlossberg, 1981).  It 
set up a quasi-experimental treatment with ten peer mentors attending higher education 
institutions across the state.  Participating high school seniors were placed in a control 
group or were paired with peer mentors.  Peer mentors delivered scripted text messages 
during restricted timeframes throughout the summer following the participants’ high 
school graduation.  The results found lower matriculation rates with participants paired 
with peer mentors than participants in the control group.  However, due to participant 
withdrawal, the results were not statistically significant.
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Student enrollment at higher education institutions has been decreasing steadily 
throughout the United States. Since 2010, colleges’ and universities’ enrollment has 
declined by over 1.3 million students, representing a tuition loss of over $30 billion 
(USDOE, 2019).  As a result, schools are putting more resources into recruitment (Ataie-
Ashtiani, 2015; Bailey & Dynarski, 2011; Han, 2014).  Despite successful recruitment, 
some schools leave students to find their way through enrollment and matriculation 
(Baum, Ma, & Payea, 2010; Castleman, Arnold, & Wartman, 2012; Rall, 2016).  
Students who have worked hard and completed the requirements to enter higher 
education institutions get confused and lost in the paperwork needed to enroll (Bailey & 
Dynarski, 2011; Carnevale & Strohl, 2013; Castleman & Page, 2014b; Rall, 2016).  
These students fail to matriculate and experience the phenomenon called summer melt.   
Summer melt occurs when qualified students have applied and been accepted into 
a higher education institution but fail to matriculate in the fall.  This phenomenon occurs 
across all demographics but is most prevalent in lower socioeconomic status (SES) 
students (Arnold et al., 2009; Castleman & Page, 2014a; Naranjo et al., 2016).  This is 
attributed to lower SES students having minimum access to resources that guide them 




& Martinez, 2013).  Castleman and Page (2014a) found 22% of qualified lower SES high 
school graduates failed to matriculate.  Arnold, et al. (2009) reported that only 50% of 
lower SES students enrolled after applying and being accepted in a higher education 
institution.  Castleman, Page, and Schooley (2014) showed 44% of students failed to 
matriculate.  Compared to higher SES students, summer melt rates for lower SES 
students were larger across different locations. 
Interventions used to help mitigate summer melt include peer mentors, summer 
bridge and transition programs, counseling, and text messaging campaigns (Allen-Stuck 
& McDevitt, 2014; Carrell & Sacerdote, 2012; Castleman & Page, 2014a; Cobb, 2014).  
Interventions help to reduce summer melt at varying rates in different locations.  
However, most studies are done in urban areas and with an infrastructure for support in 
place.  Very few studies cover predominantly lower SES rural populations.  
 
Statement of the Research Problem 
 
 Summer melt is a problem for higher education institutions and occurs with lower 
SES students at a much higher rate than higher SES students.  Summer melt rates vary 
from 22% to 50%, depending on the location (Arnold et al., 2009; Castleman et al., 
2012).  The subject is new, and studies only cover a few states.  Unfortunately, Louisiana 
is not one of them. 
Louisiana’s high school student population is 50% lower SES.  There is a variety 
of definitions for lower SES students, but in Louisiana, students that qualify for free and 
reduced lunch are considered lower SES (LDOE, 2018).  The Louisiana Department of 
Education (LDOE) refers to these students as economically disadvantaged (LDOE, 




 Louisiana does not keep track of summer melt rates.  Also, summer melt rates 
cannot be calculated using the available measuring statistics.  However, Louisiana has a 
scholarship program available to all Louisiana students.  The Taylor Opportunity 
Program for Students (TOPS) is a state-funded program that enables students to apply for 
aid to help with the cost of attending higher education institutions within the state.  To 
qualify for the program, high school students must take certain courses, hold a set grade 
point average (GPA), score within a range on the American College Test (ACT), and 
complete the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) (Louisiana Board of 
Regents, 2020).  All the requirements show active steps to attending a higher education 
institution, yet the LDOE (2018) reports that only 78.8% of students accepted the award.  
This student percentage does not accurately represent summer melt in Louisiana either, as 
it does not consider students’ intent to attend a higher education institution.  For example, 
a student may join the military or simply decide they do not want to attend college.  Also, 
this rate does not include students who did not qualify for TOPS but applied, were 
accepted, and did not matriculate to an institution.  The percentage does, however, 
indicate a portion of students who qualify but do not attend a higher education institution, 
which in turn indicates a loss of tuition for higher education institutions.     
The purpose of the study is to determine the effect of a peer mentor intervention 
on summer melt in seven Louisiana high schools.  Summer melt is not a new 
phenomenon but has only been recently recognized by researchers (Allen-Stuck & 
McDevitt, 2014; Arnold et al., 2009; Castleman & Page, 2014b).  Additionally, most 
studies shared resources with summer counseling or government programs.  Summer 




disenfranchised when dealing with higher education (Carnevale & Strohl, 2013).  All 
seven Louisiana high schools have more than 63% lower SES student populations.  In 
2018, only 62.3% of the students eligible for TOPS in the seven high schools 
matriculated in the following fall, compared to 67.1% statewide (LDOE, 2018). 
The Louisiana Department of Education has two graduation pathways for high 
school students.  The two programs are Jump Start and TOPSU, each having a specific 
curriculum.  Near the end of their 9th-grade year, students are academically evaluated.  
The student will meet with counselors and decide on a pathway.  In the JumpStart 
curriculum, the students take courses that will lead to certification upon high school 
graduation.  The certifications include carpentry, certified nursing assistance, electrician, 
emergency medical technician, and several others.  As of 2019, there are 47 Jump Start 
pathways (LDOE, 2019).  The Jump Start program is designed to prepare students to 
enter the workforce following graduation.  The TOPSU curriculum focuses on courses 
needed to attend a higher education institution.  The program requires students to take 
classes to qualify for TOPS in Louisiana and prepare them academically to enter a post-
secondary institution.  A TOPSU student is not required to apply or attend a higher 
education institution and may enter the workforce immediately.  However, a Jump Start 
graduate would not be able to apply to a post-secondary school because they would not 
meet the academic requirements.   
The peer mentor intervention was a low-cost intervention which higher education 
institutions used to help students matriculate.  Bird, Castleman, Goodman and 
Lamberton, (2017) estimated costs as low as $0.50 per student, which is a minimum 




other interventions such as summer counseling programs that vary between $48 and $187 
(Castleman et al., 2012; Daugherty, 2012). 
 
Presentation of Methods 
 
 The peer mentor intervention impact on summer melt was evaluated using a 
quantitative, multi-site randomized controlled trial.  The study randomly selected 
participants and randomly assigned peer mentors.  A multi-site randomized controlled 
trial was used to determine causal relationships.  It determined the relationship between 
the peer mentor intervention or no intervention on summer melt. 
Research Question 
 The study focused on one primary research question and one secondary research 
question.  What is the effect, if any, of a peer mentor intervention on summer melt in 
participating high schools?  The research determined if a peer mentor intervention is a 
useful tool in helping higher education institutions mitigate summer melt.  It was a cost-
efficient intervention that could help institutions ensure recruited students matriculate in 
the fall following their high school graduation.  Also, it could be an intervention 
implemented without an existing infrastructure.  The secondary research question is 
recording what high school graduates want to know.  In previous studies, counselors or 
professionals were working with the student.  However, in this study, college students are 
guiding high school graduates.  The interaction with a younger individual hoped to 
provide a different relationship.  The high school graduate was able to speak more 
casually and ask questions late into the summer. 
 In 2019, 43,241 public high school students graduated in the state of Louisiana 




2019 (LDOE, 2020).  Of the 824 graduates, 460 were enrolled in TOPSU.  The return 
rate of the general population was 22%, or 184 returned informed consent forms and 
senior exit surveys.  Of the 184 forms, 14 of the students were not attending a higher 
education institution, seven were unsure of their plans, and three were missing phone 
numbers or some other piece of information.  The return rate of TOPSU students was 
35% or 160 students in the study.  However, 208 students were required to generalize the 
results with a confidence level of 95% and a margin of error of 5%.  The participants 
allowed the intervention to determine the effect on the general high school populations 
with a confidence level of 95% and a margin of error of 6.3% (Field, 2009). 
Theoretical Framework 
 The peer mentor intervention is rooted in Schlossberg’s Transition Theory (STT).  
STT is based on the idea that individuals need a strong support system for successful 
adaptation (Schlossberg, 2011).  In STT, the summer is considered the “moving through” 
phase and is one of the more essential stages of a successful transition (Anderson, 
Goodman, & Schlossberg, (2012); Goodman & Pappas, 2000; Schlossberg, 2011).  
Individuals need help and guidance to understand what moving through involves 
(Schlossberg, 2011).  A peer mentor intervention helped lead students struggling to 
complete the steps needed to matriculate. 
 STT has three steps to navigate through a transition (Anderson et al., 2012).  
These are (a) approaching the situation, (b) taking stock of their resources, and (c) taking 
charge of the transition (Anderson et al., 2012; Schlossberg, 2011).  Students had already 
approached the transition in deciding to apply and attend a higher education institution.  




stock of their resources includes evaluating the situation, self, support, and strategy, 
sometimes referred to as the Four S System (Schlossberg, 1981).  Peer mentors were set 
up to minimize the liabilities while amplifying the assets of the resources in each of these 
areas.  They were equipped with financial aid and institutional deadlines and were 
personal references for students.  
Study participants were separated into two groups, a control, and a treatment 
group.  The treatment group was randomly assigned peer mentors from one of five 
institutions throughout the state.  The peer mentors were either freshmen or sophomores 
at their respective institutions, with one exception.  They were provided deadlines and 
scripted text messages to send to the students.  All messages were delivered via text 
message.  Peer mentors were not limited to scripted text messages but did not initiate 
conversations with the students.  For example, if students wanted to text their peer mentor 
about general information regarding college, they did.  Also, peer mentors had the option 
to share personal experience and information with the student if the student-initiated 
questions regarding that area.  However, peer mentors did not start any text conversations 
with the student except for the scripted messages.  All transcripts of the text messages 
between the peer mentor and student were turned in.   
Matriculating students were identified through the National Student 
Clearinghouse (NSC), which houses over 95% of the United States’ higher education 
institutions enrollment and degree information.  Students are not counted as melting if 
they matriculate to any higher education institution, even if the institution is different 
than their initial choice.  Once matriculation rates were reported, a two-proportion z-test 




I hypothesized that the peer mentor intervention will produce a lower summer melt rate 




The first limitation was the willingness of schools to participate.  None of the 
seven high schools had been previously contacted to participate in the study.  Also, it was 
unknown if students were willing to participate.  Several other factors led to not being 
able to recruit successfully at high schools, affecting the sample size.  At least 208 
students were needed to participate in generalizing the results with a 95% confidence 
interval level and a 5% margin of error.  Unfortunately, only 160 students participated.    
Another limitation was the timing of the study.  The study began during the spring 
semester of students’ senior year in high school and ran through the summer following 
high school graduation.  Matriculation rates were calculated the following fall after 
graduation.  The time between recruiting the student in early May to the beginning of the 
intervention was approximately six weeks.  Some students in the treatment group forgot 
about the study because of the lapse of time.  
A third limitation was the profile of the participants.  I did not know the 
participant demographics.  The intervention targets lower SES students; however, 
participants may have been higher SES students.   
A fourth limitation was the data collection process.  Students self-reported their 
social security number, as well as their intended higher education institutions.  Students 
made mistakes, however.  Without the correct social security number and legal name, I 
was unable to see if the student matriculated.  Also, some students put incorrect phone 




A final limitation was the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) database.  This 
database houses over 95% of higher education institutions’ student information.  
However, a student participating in the study may have attended one of the institutions 




 The first delimitation was the study conducted with Louisiana high school seniors.  
Louisiana has a unique student population, and the study focused on high schools in 
primarily rural areas.  The results of the study will only apply to Louisiana.   
 Peer mentor selection was the second delimitation with a maximum of two peer 
mentors from the same institution.  This selection was designed to minimize the bias of a 
single institution.  All peer mentors came from Louisiana institutions and were assigned 
students randomly, even if the students intended to enroll at an institution out of state.   
 The total number of high schools participating in the study and their locations was 
the third delimitation. Only seven high schools participated in the study.  The high 
schools were in northwest Louisiana and were within 60 miles of me.  The seven high 
schools were selected based on lower SES student populations of the previous year’s 
cohort, each having over 67% of lower SES students.  However, the 2019 cohort data was 
released after the study began, and one high school lower SES population dropped to 
64% (LDOE, 2019).   
 A fourth delimitation was the timeline.  The study was for one year and one class 
of seniors in the seven high schools.  After the fall following high school graduation 
begins, the study was completed for all participants.  The timeline allowed me to 




 The fifth delimitation was the type of text messaging.  Peer mentors were limited 
to initiating ten primary text messages during the summer following graduation.  All 
other text messaging communication was initiated by the student.  Additionally, voice 
calls were not allowed.  The study was a peer mentor intervention, and additional 
communication could have misguided the results. 
 A final delimitation was the data analysis.  I conducted a two-proportion z-test to 
determine the relationship between matriculation rates of students in the treatment and 
the control groups.  Post hoc tests were done to determine the relationship in different 
demographics of students in the treatment and the control group.  The statistical tests 




Low Socioeconomic Status (SES) – a socioeconomic status defined by the 
Louisiana Department of Education (LDOE) as students that qualify for free or reduced 
lunch.  LDOE assigns students this status based on the household income of the student 
(LDOE, 2018).  The guidelines for income are set by the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) Food and Nutrition Service.  Each year, the agency determines an 
income for students to qualify for free or reduced lunch (USDA, 2018).   
Matriculate – to enroll at a higher education institution.  High school graduates 
must enroll at an institution the fall after high school graduation to matriculate 
successfully.  
Summer Melt – a phenomenon that occurs when a student applies and gets 
accepted into an institution of higher education but does not matriculate the fall following 




to be in the same state as the high school student.  Additionally, if the student 
matriculates to a higher education institution different than their original planned 










Lower socioeconomic status (SES) students enroll in higher education institutions 
at a much lower rate than higher SES students (Baum et al., 2010).  Many lower SES 
students complete the requirements to qualify for higher education, but despite their hard 
work fail to matriculate in the fall after graduation.  The term summer melt is used to 
define this failure.   
Summer melt is used to describe students who have qualified and been accepted 
into a higher education institution but fail to matriculate in the fall after their high school 
graduation (Arnold et al., 2009).  From graduation to the beginning of the fall, students 
were prevented from attending college for various reasons.  Those likely to experience 
summer melt are generally lower SES, non-white, and first-generation students (Arnold 
et al., 2009; Castleman & Page, 2014b; Naranjo et al., 2016; Rall, 2016).   
Castleman and Page (2014b) classified students as lower SES based on the Free 
Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA), a form used by the United States 
Department of Education (USDOE) to determine the financial status of students’ parents.  
Lower SES students are students who have expected family contribution (EFC) low 
enough to qualify for government aid, specifically the Pell Grant.  They have a harder 




attending college (Bailey & Dynarski, 2011; Rall, 2016; Roderick et al., 2008).  Within 
lower SES populations, only 7% of students obtained a college degree, while over 50% of 
higher SES students obtain one (Haverman & Smeeding, 2006).  Higher SES students 
attended college 70% of the time compared to 52% of lower SES students (Carnevale & 
Strohl, 2013).  There is a large income inequality, which causes more difficulty on the 
pathway to higher education for lower SES students (Carnevale & Strohl, 2013; 
Castleman & Page, 2014b; Castleman et al., 2014). 
A college preparatory high school for lower SES students in Rhode Island noticed 
the number of students who self-reported attending college did not match the National 
Student Clearinghouse’s (NSC) statistics (Arnold et al., 2009).  The NSC houses over 
95% of the United States' higher education institutions enrollment and degree information 
(NSC, 2018).  After confronting students who misreported their college attendance, many 
admitted they were embarrassed or did not want to disappoint their high school 
administrators (Arnold et al., 2009).  Arnold et al. (2009) reported that 80% of students 
self-reported attending college, while only 50% matriculated in the fall.  Despite extra 
guidance and programs to help with preparation for college, summer melt was still 
prevalent. 
 Lower SES students fail to matriculate at a higher rate than higher SES students.  
Castleman and Page (2014a) found summer melt for students awarded the Pell Grant was 
22%, which was 4.3% higher than students above the Pell Grant award range.  In 
community colleges, the rate of summer melt among lower SES students was 37%, more 
than 15% higher than four-year institutions (Castleman & Page, 2014a).  Summer melt in 




school district, summer melt was 21%, and in Fort Worth, Texas, it was 44% (Castleman 
et al., 2014).  Other lower SES populations with a high summer melt rate included 
schools in Denver, Colorado at 31%; Albuquerque, New Mexico at 29%; Austin, Texas 
at 31%; Atlanta, Georgia at 22%; Dallas, Texas at 28%; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania at 
32%; and Baltimore, Maryland at 50% (Owen, 2016).  In one Boston high school, 24% of 
lower SES students failed to matriculate compared to only 6% of higher SES students.  In 
Fulton County, Georgia, 37% of lower SES students did not realize their college plans 
compared to only 7% of higher SES students (Castleman et al., 2014).  In some areas, 
summer melt was two to five times greater for lower SES students than higher SES 
students (Castleman & Page, 2014b).  
Summer melt occurs across all demographics but was prevalent among lower SES 
students (Arnold et al., 2009; Castleman & Page, 2014b; Castleman et al., 2012).  Lower 
SES students faced challenges that contributed to lower attendance rates compared to 
higher SES students (Arnold et al., 2009; Rall, 2016).  Explanations for this gap in 
enrollment included poor home life, lack of academic preparation, financial hardships, 
miscommunication, and access to technology (Adelman, 2004; Allen-Stuck & McDevitt, 
2014; Arnold et al., 2009; Haverman & Smeeding, 2006; Welton & Martinez, 2013).  
Financial disadvantages contributed to a lack of resources and guidance needed for 
matriculation (Adelman, 2004; Haverman & Smeeding, 2006; Welton & Martinez, 2013). 
 
Causes of Summer Melt 
 
 Several factors contribute to summer melt, including the financial aid process, 
distribution and tuition statements, and other causes.  The summer melt reasons are issues 




Financial Aid Process 
 One source of summer melt was the financial aid process (Baum et al., 2010; 
Castleman & Page, 2014b; Daugherty, 2012; Rall, 2016).  Higher SES students generally 
had support at home to get them through the financial aid process, while lower SES 
students struggle through the many steps (Castleman et al., 2012).  Students must 
complete the FAFSA for financial aid, a process that is long and difficult for students 
who do not have easy access to the required information.  There was also a verification 
process for the application, which frequently delayed the awarding of financial aid 
(Allen-Stuck & McDevitt, 2014; Castleman et al., 2014; LDOE, 2018).   
 Castleman and Page (2014b) pointed out the irony of the verification process with 
the FAFSA, citing lower SES students are more likely to be picked for verification.  This 
process required students to provide extra supporting documents to verify the student’s 
financial information.  Castleman and Page (2014b) listed two primary reasons students 
may be asked to verify their financial information.  The first was an unconventional 
source of income, meaning the source of income comes from multiple sources or 
government aid such as food stamps (Castleman et al., 2012).  The second factor 
prompting FAFSA verification was a non-traditional family structure or living 
arrangement.  For example, students may be dependent on their parents but live with 
another family member.  Both verification prompts were often characteristics of lower 
SES students, while higher SES students generally had traditional sources of income and 
home life (Adelman, 2004; Castleman et al., 2014; Daugherty, 2012).  The extra steps 
needed for verification often delayed the financial aid process beyond required deadlines 




Another issue was that some high school counselors did not understand the 
college financial aid process without proper training or professional development 
(Castleman & Page, 2014b; Daugherty, 2012; Rall, 2016).  They did not feel comfortable 
guiding students (Castleman et al., 2012).  Higher SES students relied on more human 
resources to get them through the process, while lower SES students have little access to 
counselors beyond the high school setting (Castleman & Page, 2014b).   
Distribution and Tuition 
 
 Another reason for summer melt was a common misunderstanding of the financial 
aid distribution process (Castleman et al., 2014; Daugherty, 2012; Rall, 2016).  Lower 
SES students claimed that the award letters were complicated, and without proper 
guidance were difficult to interpret (Castleman et al., 2012; Daugherty, 2012).  The 
United States Department of Education (USDOE) made progress in simplifying award 
letters with the introduction of the Financial Aid Shopping Sheet, but it still did not help 
students of lower SES interpret the aid (Castleman et al., 2012; USDOE, 2018).  Students 
struggled with differentiating between loans, grants, and scholarships, as well as the 
process needed to claim each (Castleman et al., 2012; Castleman et al., 2014; Daugherty, 
2012).  For example, some award letters showed itemized lists that included headings 
such as Federal Pell Grant, Federal Perkins Loan, Federal Subsidized Stafford, Federal 
Unsubsidized Stafford, and Federal Work-Study Program, along with amounts listed by 
each (Castleman et al., 2012).  Some lower SES students interpreted these amounts as 
available funding for their attendance (Daugherty, 2012).  Without a proper explanation 




Lower SES students also interpreted the aid as guaranteed, which gave them a false sense 
of security (Castleman & Page, 2014b).   
 Tuition statements also contributed to summer melt (Castleman et al., 2012; 
Castleman et al., 2014; Rall, 2016).  These traditionally included tuition and fees for the 
institution but did not include other costs such as housing, meal plans, and insurance 
(Castleman et al., 2012).  Rall (2016) pointed out that many lower SES students have 
limited college knowledge and did not anticipate ancillary costs.  Some institutions 
charged $1,000 for on-campus health insurance and parking fees of $40-$60 (Castleman 
et al., 2012).  Other institutions had extra costs like housing fees and meal deposits, 
which were not anticipated (Castleman et al., 2014). 
 Deposits for housing and other extra services provided roadblocks for students.  
For example, a student turned in his application for on-campus housing but failed to pay 
the $100 application fee.  Unbeknownst to the student, his application was not processed, 
and on-campus housing filled up.  Without housing on campus, the student struggled to 
matriculate in the fall (Castleman et al., 2012).  Other ancillary costs associated with 
attending college, which may not be listed on the bill, included orientation fees, 
textbooks, and lab fees. 
Other Causes 
 Counselors assigned to lower SES students for the summer cited circumstances 
outside of students’ control as causes of summer melt (Castleman, Page, & Snowdon, 
2013).  One factor was the lack of transportation.  For example, one student failed to 
matriculate because they did not have a way to move to college. At the same time, 




(Castleman et al., 2012).  Both examples involved lower SES students whose parents 
were unable to help them.  Another circumstance was the lack of internet. In one 
instance, a student failed to receive necessary emails to complete their registration 
process or sign their Master Promissory Note (MPN) for their FAFSA (Castleman et al., 
2013).  Higher SES students often did not face these hurdles. 
 Another cause of summer melt was students’ sense of obligation to stay home 
(Castleman et al., 2012).  Lower SES students were pressured to stay home and continue 
to contribute financially to their families (Arnold et al., 2009).  Some parents of lower 
SES students did not believe college was the path to success, did not understand the 
importance of formal education, and therefore encouraged the student to stay at home 
(Arnold et al., 2009; Castleman & Page, 2014b; Castleman et al., 2012).  One example 
was a student who failed to matriculate because he was worried about the security of his 
younger brother and his mother’s ability to obtain housing once he left (Castleman et al., 
2012). 
Reluctance or lack of confidence was another contributing factor to the summer 
melt.  Many lower SES students got nervous about the idea of leaving home and their 
parents (Castleman et al., 2012).  Freezing out of fear, they were not academically or 
socially prepared to enter college, may hinder these students (Castleman et al., 2012).  It 
was intimidating and challenging for a student once they realized they were the only ones 
from their neighborhood or family to attend college (Welton & Martinez, 2013).  Higher 
SES students generally relied on their home life support to get them through the process, 





Summer Melt Interventions 
 There are four types of interventions that attempt to mitigate summer melt.  They 
are text messaging campaigns, summer counseling, peer mentoring, and summer 
transition and bridge programs.  Each has advantages and disadvantages, with varying 
results.   
Text Messaging 
 
 Interventions can be used to help mitigate summer melt.  One intervention of 
summer melt was texting college-bound students.  Texting is a common form of 
communication among high school students, and its familiarity can help to keep students 
engaged throughout the summer (Castleman et al., 2013; Castleman, Meyer, Sullivan, 
Hartog, & Miller, 2017; Naismith, 2007).  Text messaging interventions passed along 
material concerning the financial aid process and tuition information, keeping students 
focused on matriculating in the fall (Bird et al., 2017; Castleman et al., 2013; Castleman 
et al., 2014).  
 In one text messaging campaign in Dallas and Boston, texts were sent between 
July and August in five-day intervals (Castleman & Page, 2014a).  The messages were 
used to offer help for completing the FAFSA, interpreting financial aid letters, and tuition 
bills.  Students were also reminded about deadlines regarding orientation and placement 
tests, housing forms, and other important paperwork.  Castleman and Page (2014b) 
included links in the text messages allowing students to complete tasks on their phones. 
Students were allowed to respond to the messages and request additional help if 




 The Castleman and Page (2014a) text message intervention were in two school 
districts, one in Dallas, Texas, and one in Boston, Massachusetts.  The total population 
was split into a treatment and a control group.  Of the treatment group, approximately 
56% in Dallas and 72% in Boston had working phone numbers to participate in the 
campaign.  Both sites also collected parents’ cell phone numbers.  The combined reach of 
the text messaging campaign for students and parents was 60% in Dallas and 85% in 
Boston.  Approximately 37% of Boston and 31% of Dallas students responded to the text 
messages.  In Dallas, 11% of those who responded in the treatment group asked for help.  
Only 6% of the Dallas control group responded.  In Boston, 19% of those who responded 
in the treatment group asked for help (Castleman & Page, 2014a).  
 In this text messaging campaign, enrollment increases were the largest in lower 
SES students compared to higher SES students.  In Dallas, students attending four-year 
institutions were 4% more likely to matriculate compared to the control group.  For two-
year institutions, students matriculated 8% more than the control group (Castleman & 
Page, 2014a). 
Text messaging campaigns encouraging the completion of the FAFSA had 
positive results.  Texting students on when and how to complete the FAFSA increased 
enrollment by a total of 1.1% and by 1.7% in first-generation students (Bird et al., 2017).  
Castleman et al. (2017) saw increases between 3.1% to 4.3% across all demographics.   
Text messaging is a cost-efficient intervention.  Castleman and Page (2014a) 
calculate the cost at only $2 per student, and Bird et al. (2017) estimates the cost at $0.50 




Additionally, text messaging platforms, such as StudyLink and Signal Vine, were created 
as educational tools and can help execute these interventions.   
Summer Counseling  
Another intervention to mitigate summer melt was summer counseling between 
high school graduation and the beginning of the fall semester.  High schools already 
employed guidance counselors throughout the school year.  Continuing work during the 
summer was a natural transition for students and counselors (Castleman et al., 2012; 
What Works Clearinghouse, 2018).  Guidance counselors helped students to complete 
tasks before graduation regarding financial aid, admissions, and housing.  Access to 
counselors beyond high school graduation would help many students to complete tasks 
required for fall enrollment (Castleman et al., 2012; Castleman et al., 2014; Cobb, 2014; 
Lapan, Gysbers, Stanley, & Pierce, 2012). 
Daugherty (2012) found potential barriers that prevented students from 
matriculating and set counseling sessions for high school students to address these 
barriers.  Counselors helped students with a variety of tasks involving the FAFSA, 
sending transcripts, discussing textbook requirements, helping with forms for housing 
and parking, and aiding in other application forms.  Also, counselors provided emotional 
support to graduates (Castleman et al., 2012; Stewart, Lim, & Kim, 2015; Wibrowski, 
Matthews, & Kitsantas, 2017).  Schools that used summer counseling saw enrollment 
rates increase by 4.6% compared to non-participating schools who saw a decline of 4% 
(Daugherty, 2012). 
Castleman et al. (2012) created a summer counselor intervention program 




financial barriers.  Counselors took a proactive outreach and communicated with students 
via text, email, or in-person visits.  The treatment group matriculated at a 14% higher rate 
than the control group (Castleman et al., 2012).   
In a large-scale intervention in Atlanta, Georgia, Castleman et al. (2014) found 
3.3% more students in the treatment group enrolled at a higher education institution than 
in the control group, resulting in a reduction of summer melt by 20%.  In Boston, 
Massachusetts, the same study resulted in 3.9% more students in the treatment group 
enrolling when compared to the control group (Castleman et al., 2014).  The increase in 
enrollment was more considerable in the students who had Expected Family Contribution 
(EFC) of zero.  Students in the treatment group with EFCs of zero enrolled 12.3% in 
Boston and 8.5% in Atlanta more than the control group (Castleman et al., 2014). 
Castleman, Owen, and Page (2015) facilitated a counseling intervention with 
students in three groups.  The first set of students were assigned high school counselors, 
the second was assigned counselors from a higher education institution, and the final set 
was a control group.  There was no significant statistical difference in enrollment 
between students assigned high school counselors and those assigned to higher education 
institution counselors or the control group (Castleman et al., 2015).  Castleman et al. 
(2015) contributed this null result to the demographics of the subjects, as most of the 
subjects were of higher SES.   
The summer counseling programs varied in cost across the studies.  Daugherty 
(2012) estimates the cost at $48 per student, while Castleman et al. (2012) estimated cost 
at $187.50 per student.  The disparity of costs implementing a counseling program 





 Peer mentoring was another intervention used to mitigate summer melt.  A type of 
peer mentoring, near-peer mentoring, was an advising program in which the counseling 
peers were only a year or two older than the graduating senior.  Near-peer mentors were 
college students who have experienced the process of matriculating (Bos, Berman, Kane, 
& Tseng, 2012; Carrell & Sacerdote, 2012).  Near-peer mentors helped by guiding the 
financial aid, the application process, and other barriers that may hinder students from 
matriculating in the fall.   
 In one peer-mentoring intervention, Carrell and Sacerdote (2012) built a team of 
twenty students to be near-peer mentors.  Starting in the middle of the spring semester, 
mentors visited high schools throughout the state to help the treatment group to 
matriculate.  The mentors traced all students’ tasks and progress and assisted with 
completing college essays, filing applications, sending ACT scores, and other 
requirements.  Near-peer mentors met with students 3-4 weeks during the semester and 
continued to keep in touch via text and email throughout the summer.  Students in the 
treatment group matriculated in the fall 3.8% higher than in the control group.   
 Bos et al. (2012) evaluated the impact of the Student Outreach for College 
Enrollment (SOURCE) program in Los Angeles, California.  SOURCE paired high 
school juniors with advisors, who were either a near-peer mentor or professional 
counselor (Bos et al., 2012).  SOURCE advisors communicated with students via phone 
calls, emails, texts, IM chats, in-person meetings, and other means.  SOURCE students 
enrolled at a higher education institution 1% higher rate than in the control group and 




 A peer mentor intervention by Castleman and Page (2014b) provided help to low 
SES graduating seniors.  Castleman and Page (2014b) used graduating seniors from two 
programs that targeted low SES students.  The first program was uAspire servicing 
Boston, Lawrence, and Springfield, Massachusetts.  The other was Mastery, which 
serviced Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.  Both programs provided professional counseling, 
but neither went into the summer months.  Near-peer mentoring began at the end of the 
students’ graduating semester (Castleman & Page, 2014b).  Students in both programs 
were randomly placed in either a treatment or a control group.  When polled across both 
programs, students in the treatment group matriculated 4.5% higher than students in the 
control group (Castleman & Page, 2014b).   
 Costs varied for near-peer mentor interventions, from $80 per student to $1000 
per student (Carrell & Sacerdote, 2012; Castleman & Page, 2014a).  Costs were dictated 
by the length and extent of the mentoring program.  In the higher cost interventions, near-
peer mentoring lasted an entire year and was focused on increasing total college 
enrollment.  However, in shorter, more focused interventions, the cost was only $80 per 
student.  Most costs of near-peer mentoring interventions were the near-peer mentor’s 
wages.   
Summer Transition/Summer Bridge Programs 
 Summer transition and bridge programs were rarely created to help mitigate 
summer melt (Castleman & Page, 2014b; Sablan, 2013; Wathington, Pretlow, & Barnett, 
2016).  Summer transition programs targeted incoming students at an institution.  Using 
Astin’s (1984) student engagement theory and Tinto’s principle of retention (Astin, 1984; 




life and create a sense of pride in the institution (Allen-Stuck & McDevitt, 2014; Sablan, 
2013).  Summer bridge programs were designed to help students who may not be 
prepared for the rigor of higher education academics (Sablan, 2013).  Most summer 
bridge programs offered support and courses to imitate college academics (McCurrie, 
2009; Sablan, 2013; Wathington et al., 2016).  However, most transition and bridge 
programs failed to address barriers to students matriculating in the fall (Castleman et al., 
2012). 
 Cobb (2014) created a bridge program to address summer melt.  Lower SES 
students took two introductory courses at a community college.  Free lunch, 
transportation, books, supplies, and tuition were provided for participants to help with 
barriers to lower SES students (Castleman & Page, 2014b; Castleman et al., 2012).  In a 
summer bridge program study, the summer melt rate for two-year institutions in two high 
schools was 58.3% and 56.3%, while 70.9% and 76.3% for participants not enrolled in 
the program (Cobb, 2014).   
  Hoover and Supiano (2009) stressed the importance of keeping high schools 
focused on matriculating in the fall following graduation.  In one summer transition 
program, Allen-Stuck and McDevitt (2014) paired student leaders with first-year 
students. The student leaders guided the incoming freshman during an orientation 
program over eight days (Allen-Stuck & McDevitt, 2014).  The addition of the 
orientation program and student leaders reduced the summer melt by 4% at the institution 
(Allen-Stuck & McDevitt, 2014).   
 Summer transition and bridge programs helped students matriculate by creating a 




Martinez-Aleman, & Rowan-Kenyon, 2014; Hoover & Supiano, 2009).  Students became 
excited to attend their institution because of familiarity and confidence, making them 
more likely to matriculate (Allen-Stuck & McDevitt, 2014; Cobb, 2014; Hoover & 
Supiano, 2009).  Summer transition and bridge programs can be a successful tool 
mitigating summer melt; however, more research needs to be conducted in the area.   
 
College Choice Theory to Understand Summer Melt 
 
 One of the stages in College Choice Theory explained the problem and created 
potential interventions for summer melt.  The theory is rooted in three components that 
explain the process students use to determine their post-secondary educational plans 
(Chapman, 1981; Hossler & Gallagher, 1987; Litten, 1982; Tierney, 1983).  The first two 
components of the theory focused on the student’s decision and elimination processes, 
and the third component focused on the student’s decision (Hossler & Gallagher, 1987). 
 Hossler and Gallagher’s (1987) widely accepted college choice model was used 
most often in literature.  The first stage of the College Choice Theory is the 
predisposition.  In this stage, the students developed the desire to attend a higher 
education institution.  The second stage was the search.  During this stage, the student 
considered and evaluated potential institutions.  In the final stage, choice, the student 
determined which institution they would attend (Hossler & Gallagher, 1987).   
 During the first two stages of the College Choice Theory, students were supported 
by high school counselors (Cabrera & LaNasa, 2000; Chatfield & Lee, 2013; Workman, 
2015).  Students were encouraged to continue their education and were provided 
resources at school during their college search.  The technology used during school hours 




them.  However, during the choice stage, students often relied on external factors and 
dismissed their high school counselor’s influence (Workman, 2015).  The student’s 
choice sometimes changed, and their decision to attend college was not finalized until the 
summer (Cabrera & LaNasa, 2000; Chatfield & Lee, 2013; Hossler & Gallagher, 1987).  
 With the loss of high school support, students began to rely on parents and other 
factors, such as the cost of attendance and the influence of friends (Workman, 2015).  
Most higher SES students had support beyond high school and made it through the choice 
process (Cabrera & LaNasa, 2000; Radford, 2013; Workman, 2015).  However, lower 
SES students did not have the financial or the home life to support matriculating in the 
fall (Furukawa, 2011; Welton & Martinez, 2013). Radford (2013) posited some lower 
SES students were highly motivated and qualified but may not matriculate because of 
lacked support from home and financial burdens.  Conklin and Dailey (1981) showed a 
positive correlation between parent’s encouragement and support, and students' 
matriculation rate in lower SES students.   
 The financial aid process was another factor influencing the choice stage and 
summer melt.  Early researchers determined the financial aid process was complicated 
and hard to understand (Chapman, 1981; Conklin & Dailey, 1981; Litten, 1982; Tierney, 
1983), yet it continued to be cited as one of the problems (Cabrera & LaNasa, 2000; 
Chatfield & Lee, 2013; Graff, 2011; Radford, 2013).  Higher education institutions 
helped with this problem by providing resources such as financial aid counselors or 
centralized forms for this process (Furukawa, 2011; Graff, 2011; Lapan et al., 2012; 




 The choice stage was an opportunity for higher education institutions to be 
involved in the matriculation process.  The first two stages of College Choice Theory 
were supported at the high school, and intervention from institutions would not be as 
effective for matriculation (Cabrera & LaNasa, 2000; Radford, 2013; Workman, 2015).  
It is important to note that higher education institutions were involved in the first two 
stages of the College Choice Theory, but their focus was on recruitment of the student 
and not on matriculation (Chatfield & Lee, 2013; Graff, 2011; Hossler & Gallagher, 
1987; Radford, 2013).   
 
Schlossberg’s Transition Theory 
 
 Summer melt interventions can be created using Schlossberg’s Transition Theory 
(STT) as a foundation.  It is a useful model to apply to students transitioning to a higher 
education institution.  Schlossberg’s Transition Theory presents factors that can be linked 
to educational outcomes which the institution may use to create institutional supports 
(Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, & Renn, 2010; Graff, 2011; Rall, 2016). 
 Schlossberg (1981) described an individual’s transition period as the time and 
action between the individual leaving a pre-transition environment and entering a post-
transition environment.  When referring to summer melt, the pre-transition environment 
is high school, and the post-transition environment is the higher education institution.  
During this transition period, Schlossberg (1981) emphasized the importance of support 
systems for a successful adaptation.  Both interpersonal, which includes friends and 
family, and institutional, which includes school organizations and community groups, 
systems must be strong for the student to matriculate and transition to college (Graff, 




 The theory measures transitions in an integrated way (Anderson et al., 2012).  
Schlossberg (2011) stated that individuals are in transition at any given point in time and 
will always be in one of three stages.  Individuals are either moving in transition, moving 
through transition, or moving out of transition (Anderson et al., 2012).  An individual can 
even be at different places in multiple transitions at the same time (Anderson et al., 2012; 
Goodman & Pappas, 2000; Schlossberg, 2011).  As related to transitioning to college, 
moving in transition is the student preparing to apply and enter a higher education 
institution, moving through is the summer which the student either completes the 
transition or fails, and moving out is the student matriculating to the institution in the fall. 
 In STT, moving in and moving out positions can be easily recognizable, but some 
individuals need a little more help understanding what moving through involves 
(Anderson et al., 2012; Graff, 2011; Schlossberg, 2011).  During this time, individuals 
struggle for new roles, routines, and relationships.  Some experience a period of 
confusion while others a cycle of renewal (Anderson et al., 2012).  Schlossberg (1981) 
viewed this time when individuals are either stimulating their situation or getting tired of 
it.  During the “moving through” stage, students transitioning from high school to higher 
education institutions are involved in multiple transitions and can experience a multitude 
of feelings (DeVilbiss, 2014; Graff, 2011; Rall, 2016; Workman, 2015).   
 Anderson et al. (2012) posited three steps to navigate through a transition 
successfully.  The first is approaching the transition where the individual identifies the 
change and how much it will affect their lives (Anderson et al., 2012).  In the second 
step, the individual must take stock of their coping resources, referred to as the Four S 




transition, which is done by strengthening the resources around them (Anderson et al., 
2012).  Schlossberg (1981) categorizes these resources into four categories and can be 
assets or liabilities in the student’s transition. 
 Schlossberg (2011) conceived that individuals must take stock of coping 
resources.  Taking stock of coping resources means the individual assesses their 
resources available by evaluating assets and liabilities within the Four S System 
(Anderson et al., 2012).  If liabilities are larger than the assets, the transition will be 
difficult.   
The first S, situation, refers to the situation of the student at the time of transition.  
Most lower SES students have financial problems and difficult home lives.  Both 
characteristics cause problems which lead to summer melt (DeVilbiss, 2014; Evans et al., 
2010; Workman, 2015).  Assessing the situation involves looking at what triggered the 
transition, the timing of the transition, who or what has control of the transition, duration 
of the transition, stress of the individual, the role of the individual, prior experience with 
similar transitions, and the individual’s view of the transition as good or bad (Anderson et 
al., 2012).   
 Assessing self refers to the ability of an individual to cope with the transition 
based on personal characteristics (Schlossberg, 2011).  Individuals must categorize self as 
assets or liabilities and include SES status, age, marital status, gender, sexual orientation, 
health, as well as psychological resources such as personality development, optimism, 
independence, ethics and values, spirituality, resilience, and self-efficacy (Anderson et 




individual’s ability to be optimistic and persevere through barriers to matriculate 
(Goodman & Pappas, 2000; Rall, 2016; Workman, 2015). 
 Support is the third S, which refers to the support that surrounds the student 
(Schlossberg, 2011).  This component is essential for lower SES students.  Most lower 
SES students need additional support outside the normalcy of college applications, and 
the support can make a difference if a student matriculates (Cobb, 2014; Graff, 2011; 
Haverman & Smeeding, 2006; Rall, 2016).  Support resources can include friends, 
neighbors, classmates, strangers, organizations, institutions, family, and coworkers 
(Anderson et al., 2012).   
 The final S is strategy.  Strategy is the ability of the student to cope with the 
transition (Schlossberg, 2011).  The idea of strategy focuses on how the student deals 
with the stress of the transition and what supports are in place to help with matriculating 
(Rall, 2016; Schlossberg, 2011; Workman, 2015).  Anderson et al. (2012) view strategies 
in three categories.  The individual’s first reaction is to modify the situation to ease the 
transition and includes negotiation, optimistic action, independence, and perseverance, or 
resignation (Anderson et al., 2012; Schlossberg, 2011).  In transitioning to college, 
students can push through the barriers or resign to defeat.  The individual’s second 
reaction is to kill the threat.  Attempting to kill the transition can include looking at other 
options or ignoring certain aspects of the transition (Anderson et al., 2012; Schlossberg, 
2011; Workman, 2015). The threat of the new environment or the idea that the student 
can make money immediately can stop the student from matriculating (Castleman et al., 
2012).  A third reaction is to find internal resources to deal with the transition, which can 




(2011) states the ratio of liabilities to assets of the 4 S System causes everyone to react 
differently to the same transition and explains why the same individual may react 
differently to the same situation at a later time. 
Transition and Summer Melt 
 
 Tying STT with summer melt, interventions must consider the moving through a 
stage of a student’s transition.  The “situation” of the student requires an examination of 
the timing and promptness of the transition (Schlossberg, 2011), and also observes the 
role of the student, the length of the transition, stress, and the concept of the transition as 
good or bad.    
For a student entering the transition, the timing is natural.  High school graduation 
is part of the school and expected (DeVilbiss, 2014; Lazarowicz, 2015; Schlossberg, 
2011).  Students have some desire to continue their education, either to be part of 
something larger or to get a better job (Evans et al., 2010; Lazarowicz, 2015; Rall, 2016).  
For summer melt, timing can be an issue as students may not feel they are ready to enter 
higher education institutions and are pressured by counselors or other administrators 
(Daugherty, 2012).  Also, students may become unfocused and distracted during the 
length of the transition (Castleman et al., 2012; Daugherty, 2012).  The overall stress may 
be overwhelming, resulting in students perceiving the transition as uncomfortable and 
bad (Rall, 2016; Workman, 2015).  Additionally, the pressure of being responsible for all 
the decisions causes the student to lose control of the situation (DeVilbiss, 2014). 
In terms of changing roles, students may perceive themselves as an adult because 
of their new decision-making (DeVilbiss, 2014).  Other students may not see this new 




Page, 2014b; Schlossberg, 2011; Workman, 2015).  DeVilbiss (2014) gives an example 
of a student who was an athlete in high school but was not in college.  Students coming to 
terms with different role changes can lead to summer melt.  
The length of the transition can be a liability during the transition period and can 
lead to summer melt.  The period of transition may not be just the summer, but also the 
entire length of the time in school (Evans et al., 2010; Rall, 2016; Workman, 2015).  
Students may look at how long it will take to complete a degree away from home, 
deterring them from matriculating (Castleman et al., 2012).   
“Self” in transitioning to college deals with personal demographics, emotional 
resources, and mental resources (Schlossberg, 2011).  It includes SES status, age, health, 
ethnicity, sexual orientation, and outlook (Schlossberg, 2011).  Outlook can be related to 
the maturity level of the student and how they deal with each problem that arises when 
applying for institutions (Anderson et al., 2012).   
A student can view demographics, such as lower SES status, as an asset realizing 
they qualify for more free aid or as a liability and excuse not to complete registration 
because of application fees (Castleman et al., 2012).  Characteristics such as sexual 
orientation, age, or ethnicity may also hinder students matriculating.  A student may not 
feel comfortable revealing their sexual orientation beyond their close group of friends or 
may not be a traditional-aged high school senior.  A student can also feel uneasy about 
their ethnicity if they are not the majority.   
 Summer melt “support” is a variety of external influences such as friends, 
neighbors, classmates, strangers, organizations, institutions, family, and coworkers 




(Castleman et al., 2012).  Castleman and Page (2014b) showed how family and friends 
could influence students’ decision to stay home.  Some students feel guilty and want to 
stay home to help their family or have a difficult time leaving friends or family (Arnold et 
al., 2009; DeVilbiss, 2014).  Also, some parents may not support their children in 
furthering their education because they do not believe it is their path to success (Arnold et 
al., 2009; Castleman & Page, 2014b; Castleman et al., 2012). 
“Support” can also be an asset for matriculating.  Workman (2015) showed a 
positive relationship for parental influence on students attending college.  Classmates and 
strangers, such as peer mentors, can also encourage students to attend higher education 
institutions (Castleman & Page, 2014b).  
Finally, “strategies” can help mitigate summer melt if students can learn to take 
advantage of them (DeVilbiss, 2014; Schlossberg, 2011; Workman, 2015).  The first 
category of “strategy” is modifying the situation.  Seeking help from a high school 
counselor or calling the higher education institution is an example of modifying the 
situation (DeVilbiss, 2014; Rall, 2016).  If a student is performing poorly academically, 
they may seek out a tutor or study differently (Castleman & Page, 2014b).   
The second “strategy” is to control the problem.  The student can be optimistic or 
pessimistic on their journey of application (Anderson et al., 2012; Evans et al., 2010; 
Workman, 2015).  For example, a student may not do well in a class and can look at the 
positive and notice their overall GPA still meets entry requirements (DeVilbiss, 2014).   
Managing stress is the final response for “strategy” (Anderson et al., 2012).  The 
entire application process can be intimidating for lower SES students (Bailey & 




give up on the application process because of its difficulty or can deal with the stress 
brought on by barriers in their way.  DeVilbiss (2014) described a student who would 
vent regularly on social media to manage the stress.   
 
Gaps in Literature 
 
 Summer melt is a problem in higher education, but there is limited research on the 
topic.  Most studies involving summer melt interventions involve two researchers.  The 
National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) only credits six studies that contribute to the 
research of counseling interventions for summer melt, and all six are authored by 
Castleman and Page (USDOE, 2018).   
Most summer melt interventions are high school-based.  Deans and Vice 
Presidents of higher education institutions are aware of colleges’ silence during the 
summer between high school graduation and the fall semester (Hoover & Supiano, 2009).  
Only three intervention studies involved higher education institutions or higher education 
students (Allen-Stuck & McDevitt, 2014; Castleman et al., 2012; Cobb, 2014).  Also, 
intervention studies are limited to a couple of states which have differing higher 
education structures (Castleman et al., 2012; Owen, 2016).   
 Few summer melt interventions are studied, and those who are consist of text 
messaging campaigns, summer counseling, summer bridge, and transition programs, and 
peer mentoring (Allen-Stuck & McDevitt, 2014; Arnold et al., 2009; Castleman et al., 
2012; Cobb, 2014; Daugherty, 2012; Rall, 2016; Workman, 2015).  Only one of the 
interventions was initiated by a higher education institution, summer bridge, and 




admitted into their institution (Bruno et al., 2016; Cabrera et al., 2013; Holtell et al., 
2014; Hoover & Supiano, 2009).   
 Most text messaging campaigns, summer counseling, and peer mentoring 
interventions were piloted through nonprofit education services (Bos et al., 2012; 
Castleman et al., 2012; Cobb, 2014; Daugherty, 2012; Lapan et al.,  2012).  These 
nonprofit education services include SOURCE in Los Angeles, uAspire in Boston, and 
Mastery in Philadelphia.  The education services were meant to help students prepare for 











Higher education institutions can address summer melt, helping students to 
matriculate after high school graduation.  Lower socioeconomic status (SES) students 
have limited resources, and interventions must target this group. (Arnold et al., 2009; 
Castleman et al., 2012; Castleman et al., 2014).  Lower SES students enrolled at higher 
education institutions at a lower rate than higher SES students, and mitigating summer 
melt can help to increase enrollment (Arnold et al., 2009; Baum et al., 2010; Carnevale & 
Strohl, 2013).  Higher education institutions need to implement successful interventions 
to ensure every student has an equal chance to enroll in their institutions. 
This study evaluated the impact of a peer mentor intervention on summer melt.  It 
determined if the peer mentor outreach had any effect on college-intending high school 
graduates and if they successfully matriculated in the fall after high school graduation.  
Traditional freshman and sophomore college students were assigned graduating high 
school seniors who had applied and been accepted into a higher education institution.  
The peer mentors proactively conversed with the seniors and helped them with common 
barriers that lower SES students face when matriculating into a college.  The intervention 







 The study design was quantitative to allow evaluation of the impact of the 
summer melt intervention, and contained a multi-site randomized controlled trial.  The 
study determined the impact of a peer mentor text messaging outreach intervention on 
summer melt.  Choy (2014) explained that quantitative research uses numerical data to 
determine relationships between variables.  Randomized controlled trial design is 
intended to determine causal relationships and was used in several other summer melt 
interventions (Bird et al., 2017; Bos et al., 2012; Carrell & Sacerdote, 2012; Castleman & 
Page, 2014a; Castleman et al., 2012; Castleman et al., 2017; Castleman et al., 2015; 
Daugherty, 2012).  Analysis of the data determined the relationship between the peer 
mentor intervention and no intervention on summer melt.  Also, the study revealed 
questions students asked throughout the summer.   
Participants 
 
 The study population was students between their high school graduation and 
beginning their first semester of college.  Students were high school graduates who 
completed the requirements, applied, and were accepted into a higher education 
institution.  The students came from high schools in four northwest Louisiana parishes.  
The parishes were chosen because of the relative location to me.   
 High schools with high percentages of lower SES students were chosen because 
lower SES students experienced summer melt at an increased rate than higher SES 
students (Arnold et al., 2009; Castleman et al., 2012; Daugherty, 2012).  Each 
participating high school’s total student body was over 64% lower SES.  Seven high 





The high schools have a combined total of 824 graduating seniors (LDOE, 2019).  All 
percentages and figures represent the graduated 2019 cohort (LDOE, 2019).  Initially, I 
recruited 23 high schools in eight parishes with 67% lower SES populations.  However, 
only four parish superintendents agreed to participate.  The four parishes agreeing to 
participate in the study represented 14 of my original high schools.  Out of the 14 high 
schools, seven principals agreed to participate.  At the time of high school recruitment, 
SES populations were not available publicly.  Once the study was initiated, it was found 
that one high school’s SES population dropped to 64%.  See Table 1 for number of 
participants, the gender of participants, percentage of students participating in the 
TOPSU program, percentage of students participating with lower SES, the total number 
of high school students in the TOPSU program, the total number of high school students 














participants Male Female 
% of TOPSU 
students 
participating 














HS A 20 11 9 29% 80% 69 43 112 
HS B 23 13 10 92% 91% 25 23 48 
HS C 18 7 11 60% 83% 30 14 44 
HS D 28 9 19 28% 100% 100 50 150 
HS E 15 4 11 29% 80% 52 59 111 
HS F 33 10 23 24% 88% 140 126 264 
HS G 26 12 14 59% 77% 44 51 95 





 The first step was to obtain Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval.  Once 
approval was granted, I contacted the original eight Louisiana parishes’ school boards to 
seek consent in contacting their high schools.  Contact information for each school board 
was found on each of their respective websites.  After consent was granted from the 
school boards, I contacted each high school and sought permission from their principal to 
visit their schools.  Initial contact with principals began with an email followed by a 
phone call.  The contact information for each school board and high school was listed on 
their websites. 
The first email sent to superintendents was in February, approximately one week 
after IRB approval.  The first parish superintendent responded immediately and declined 
his parish participation.  The other three parishes not participating corresponded with me 
over a few weeks, but ultimately decided against participation once I shared the study 
details.  The three parishes feared the research would pull from valuable resources around 





The four superintendents were presented with the high schools that would be 
contacted, and all were approved.  Between the four parishes, 14 schools qualified for the 
study.  I reached out to each principal about interest in the study, first via email and then 
through phone calls.  The emails were staggered in time, based on when the 
superintendent granted permission.  In one parish, the superintendent approved the study 
within a week, while another superintendent approved the study approximately two and a 
half months later.  This late approval allowed me to contact only one school within the 
parish; to maximize participation, I contacted the largest school in the parish.  Appendix 
O contains the summary emailed to superintendents and Appendix P for summary 
emailed to principals.    
The first parish to agree to participate responded to the initial email within a 
couple of days.  The second and third parish followed within the following couple of 
weeks.  The first three superintendents that approved asked for details of the study and 
were provided copies of all documentation.  Once documentation was received, and 
further explanation was given, they approved participation.  The first three parishes were 
approved by the end of March.  In the final parish, I corresponded with the 
superintendent until the end of April.  I decided to visit the school board to speak to them 
in person.  Also, I sought support for the research from one of the parish’s principals.  
Upon meeting with the superintendent and expressing the support from the principal, she 
granted permission.  Approval was granted during the first week of May.   
 Once granted permission from the principals, I requested contact information for 
counselors who worked with high school seniors.  Some principals wanted to work 





requested permission to speak to their class regarding the study.  If I was working with a 
principal, I continued communicating with him or her.  Each principal, counselor, and 
high school had a different approach to recruiting students. 
The consent form was built from the checklist of the Office for Human Research 
Protections of the United States Department of Health and Human Services.  The 
checklist was used to create consent forms and was recommended by Louisiana Tech 
University.  Also, a consent form template from the University of Chicago Social and 
Behavioral Sciences Institutional Review Board was used as a guideline (University of 
Chicago, 2018).  Appendix A contains the informed consent form.   
 Participants were given a senior exit survey developed by Castleman et al. (2013) 
found in the Strategic Data Project Summer Melt Handbook.  I modified the survey to 
accommodate Louisiana's higher education institutions.  I used the senior exit surveys to 
determine which students were planning to attend a higher education institution.  Gender 
and SES status were the only demographics that were collected.  See Appendix B for the 
senior exit survey. 
 After the senior population attending a higher education institution was 
established, they were separated into two groups by random sampling.  Participants were 
placed in groups by their school before being randomly assigned a peer mentor, to ensure 
that a similar number of students from each school were either in the control or treatment 
group.  Also, peer mentors represented each group to ensure each peer mentor received a 
similar number of students.  Each peer mentor was listed in Microsoft Excel, along with 
ten blank spots.  The ten blank spots represented holding spaces for students in the 





blank spots via the random function in Microsoft Excel.  In a separate spreadsheet, the 
students were listed alphabetically by the high school in one list.  The list was assigned 
random numbers from one through 20 via Microsoft Excel.  The function was set up to 
randomize each number at least once before repeating a number to ensure that the 
numbers one through 20 were evenly distributed between the peer mentors and blank 
spots.  Students placed with a random blank spot number were placed in the control 
group.  Students with a number assigned to a peer mentor were placed with the respective 
peer mentor.  Random sampling reduced the sampling error, allowing me to generalize 
and make statistical inferences to the population of the study by reducing the sampling 
bias (Field, 2009).  
The two groups, treatment, and control, were equally sized.  Gender or 
socioeconomic status (SES) were not used to randomize the population.  Once the 
population was placed into two groups, treatment was applied.   
 
Threats to Validity 
 
There were several threats to internal validity.  The first, sampling bias, did not 
occur with the random sampling technique.  The second, experimenter bias, did not occur 
as I had no personal or professional benefits of the study.  The third threat to internal 
validity was behavior and communication between the groups and students.  The 
treatment group may have communicated with the control group and relayed peer mentor 
information, which may have resulted in some students in the control group matriculating 
that would not have otherwise.  This threat was called diffusion.  Another threat to 
internal validity was history.  This threat has to do with factors outside of my control.  





tax records to complete the FAFSA and could not retrieve it before the deadline, even 
though the student received the text from the peer mentor.   
 Another threat to validity was an excellent mentor versus a bad mentor.  A good 
mentor sent their text messages on time and followed up with participants.  Also, they 
kept all messages between the student and themselves.  However, a lousy mentor sent 
their text messages late or deleted conversations.  Peer mentors were expected to follow 
the provided script and deadlines.  Transcripts of all communication between high school 
seniors and peer mentors were recorded and turned in to me.   
 Students accepted into a higher education institution may have been involved in a 
program that helped them matriculate.  For example, a student may have been enrolled in 
a summer transition or bridge program at an institution.  A student may also have had a 
friend or relative that is enrolled at an institution and was already familiar with the 
process.  Both were threats to validity.  
Peer mentors may not have provided the correct answer or solution.  The peer 
mentors may have been asked a question that they did not know the answer, nor could 
they find the answer in a viable timeline.  Additionally, this may have led to students not 
trusting their peer mentors. 
 Communication between students in the treatment group and the control group 
was another threat.  There was no way to prevent the treatment group and the control 
group from sharing information or text messages, nor was there any way to verify if there 
was communication.  The treatment students could have passed all information along to 





 Another threat to validity was the students’ responsiveness.  Some treatment 
students may have ignored the text message or may not have received the text message.  
There was no way to determine if a student received a text message. 
 A final threat was technology.  Students may not have received text messages 
because of technological issues.  Similarly, students sending texts may not have gone 





 Peer mentors were recruited through professionals at higher education institutions 
in Louisiana.  I contacted my professional counterparts at five higher education 
institutions in Louisiana and asked for recommendations.  I requested freshman or 
sophomore students, one male, and one female from each institution.  Also, I took their 
recommendation on the quality of students.  No peer mentors came from my institution of 
employment or my institution of attendance.  Peer mentors were required to sign an 
informed consent form.  Peer mentors may have dropped out at any time without 
consequences.  If a peer mentor chose not to participate, students would have been 
assigned randomly among the remaining peer mentors.  See Appendix H for peer mentor 
informed consent.  
Peer mentor intervention consisted of nine college students that graduated high 
school within one or two years, and a peer mentor in their fourth year.  Peer mentors 
spoke to me via telephone to ensure they understood the study and responsibilities.  All 
peer mentors were trained by me.  Training consisted of two phone lessons.  The first 





peer mentor was doing.  The second training was on peer mentor responsibility, 
parameters, and paperwork.  It also served as a time for peer mentors to ask questions.  
Peer mentors were equipped with the contact information of each Louisiana institution’s 
financial aid and registrar’s office as well as all institutional deadlines.  The information 
included orientation dates, links to payment plans, links to placement exams, links to 
housing and insurance, move-in dates, links to tuition, and the first day of class dates.  
Each training session was approximately one hour, depending on the peer mentor 
questions.  See Appendix G for institution information passed to peer mentors. 
 After the students were randomized and assigned, the peer mentors received a 
spreadsheet of the students’ names, institutions students applied to, the students’ gender, 
and the students’ phone number.  Each is necessary for the peer mentor to communicate 
with the student.  Socioeconomic status was not provided.  The peer mentors were 
instructed not to share any information.  See Appendix I for the spreadsheet of student 
information and Appendix L for instructions to peer mentors.   
All initial communication between high school graduates and peer mentors were 
text messages.  Text messaging is a familiar form of communication for high school 
students and was thought to be the most efficient form of communication (Bird et al., 
2017; Castleman et al., 2017; Naismith, 2007).  The initial peer mentor text asked the 
high school student if they continued to follow their postsecondary plans.  In total, peer 
mentors initiated ten text conversations throughout the summer, either reminding high 
school seniors of deadlines or following up with their higher education plans.  I sent out 
two reminders each week to the peer mentors to send out their text messages.  The first 





of hours before the message was to be sent.  Text message communication between the 
graduates and peer mentors were not limited to the ten text messages.  Graduates may 
have initiated text message conversations at any time with the peer mentor.  Peer mentors 
were required to log all conversations with graduates. After the study, each peer mentor 
received a Lenovo Yoga touch screen computer as compensation for their participation.  
See Appendix E for timeline and text messages content initiated by peer mentors. 
Peer mentors used a phone application to send all the text messages called Google 
Voice.  It was chosen because I am familiar with the application and its abilities.  Also, 
the application is free and did not require the student to download anything.  Google 
Voice allowed peer mentors to send text messages to all assigned students; however, the 
application did not place students in a group.  This process enabled the student to respond 
via text to the peer mentor.  Also, the application shielded the peer mentor’s phone 
number.  See Appendix N for peer mentor instructions on Google Voice. 
Initially, communication was going through another application, Remind.  This 
application allowed peer mentors to text students without revealing their numbers.  Also, 
the application kept read receipts on messages.  However, the application required 
students to agree to accept the messages, and no message could be sent until the student 
accepted the request.  Also, the application warned of charges for some students.  I came 
across this problem after I had set up peer mentors, and I reminded students to accept the 
request.  I had set up the application two weeks before the intervention, and this allowed 
me enough time to switch applications.  I switched from Remind to Google Voice five 





 The previous studies used the network and relationship of counselors already in 
place.  The programs were subsidized and had resources over the summer.  Also, the 
studies had an option to connect a graduate with a counselor if the peer mentor needed 
additional assistance.  In this study, peer intervention had no established program to 
partner.  At the study conclusion, an exit interview was conducted on the peer mentors to 




 The consent form was signed by students’ parents unless the student was over 18.  
The form served as the waiver agreeing to participate in the study and provided the 
purpose and potential effects.  All my contact information was on the waiver as well as a 
separate sheet for the parents and students to keep.  Students could have withdrawn from 
the intervention at any time by simply notifying the peer mentor or myself and did so 
without penalty.  If a student decided to withdraw, amendments were made to the 
population descriptions and sampling sizes.  Finally, there was an incentive to participate 
in the study.  I raffled off a donated Lenovo Yoga touch screen computer to one student 
at each high school who returned their waiver and participated in the study.  In total, 
seven computers were raffled to students.  
At the first school, the principal and counselor helped set up the recruitment 
event.  They called a special senior assembly and invited me to speak.  While speaking to 
the senior class, I discussed the purpose of the study, the intervention, and distributed 
informed consent forms.  If students were over 18, they signed the informed consent 
forms.  If they were under 18, they took a form home to their parents.  The principal kept 





Fifteen of the 18 consent forms were students planning to attend higher education 
institutions.  Fifty-two students in the class were part of the TOPSU curriculum.  We 
determined the return rate to be approximately 29% of potential post-secondary students, 
but we cannot give an accurate return rate percentage of college-intended students 
because the TOPSU curriculum does not obligate students to apply or attend college.  
The TOPSU program only provided students with the curriculum needed to attend a 
higher education institution. 
The second principal had me work with her directly.  This principal allowed me to 
set up a table during two lunch periods to recruit students where I displayed signage 
offering the free computer. Forms were placed throughout the desk.  Also, my graduate 
assistant volunteered to help me distribute forms and explain the research to anyone 
interested.  On the next day, I returned alone to repeat the recruitment.  Students over 18 
signed the informed consent forms, while several underage students took the forms home 
for their parents.  I received no forms returned from students who took them home.  I 
collected 29 consent forms, 28 of which were from students attending a higher education 
institution.  The cohort had 100 students in the TOPSU program.  The return rate was 
28%. 
For the third high school, the principal referred me to the senior guidance 
counselor.  I worked with her on the remaining part of the recruitment process.  Like a 
previous school, she allowed me to set up a table, along with signage during the lunch 
periods.  I repeated the recruitment process the next day with my graduate assistant.  I 





education plans.  There were 69 students enrolled in the TOPSU program, which 
produced a return rate of 29%. 
At the fourth high school, I worked directly with the guidance counselor.  The 
counselor called a special senior assembly so I may speak to them.  All 20 attending 
seniors were over the age of 18, and all 20 filled out an informed consent form.  
However, two of the seniors were not attending a higher education institution.  The 
graduating class had 30 TOPSU students for a return rate of 60%.  The missing seniors 
were part of a larger group of students that fulfilled their academic requirements in 
December and were not attending the school in the spring. 
I worked with the senior counselor at the fifth school.  She allowed me to speak at 
a senior breakfast where other general information was released.  After speaking, I set up 
a table to recruit seniors outside the assembly.  However, the breakfast took over two 
hours, and seniors could go home after.  I collected 37 informed consent forms, with 33 
students attending a higher education institution.  There were 140 students in the TOPSU 
program, yielding a return rate of 24%.  I set up two days to return during early periods; 
however, the school board canceled school because of inclement weather.  I was unable 
to return to school before graduation. 
The next school I worked with the principal.  The principal set up a special 
assembly for me to discuss my research.  After I spoke at the assembly, the principal 
encouraged students to sign up.  I received 26 completed informed consent forms.  Only 
23 students had higher education plans.  There were 25 students in the TOPSU 





At the final school, the principal asked me to speak at the senior’s graduation 
practice.  After informing students about the study, I left all forms, and a sealable 
envelope with the principal.  The principal ensured me they would collect the forms from 
students.  The principal called me one week later, and I picked up the completed forms.  
There were 31 completed informed consent and senior exit survey forms, of which five 
students had no higher education plans, and 26 remained as possible participants.  There 
were 44 students enrolled in the TOPSU program, yielding a return rate of 59%.  See 
Table 1 for breakdown at each high school.   
There were a couple of measures I used to ensure students walking up to the 
tables were seniors and were eligible to participate in my study.  At two high schools, 
seniors wore different ID badges and were easily identifiable.  However, at one high 
school, it was hard to differentiate between students.  After setting up tables and typing 
up participating students, I emailed each principal and guidance counselor to ensure each 
participant was an actual graduating senior.  All 83 eligible participants were verified as 
seniors.   
 Several confidentiality measures were taken to ensure the anonymity and security 
of the data.  All the measures were shared with the parents and the students if requested.  
Data was stored on my personal computer and was password protected.  All hard forms 
were scanned and stored on my personal computer with a password.  
 My source for matriculation rates was the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC).  
Over 95% of the United States' higher education institutions report their enrollment and 
degree information to the NSC (NSC, 2018).  I obtained access through my institution of 





groups following the intervention.  All other data on students was gathered from the 




 The senior exit survey was developed by Castleman et al. (2013) and used in a 
peer mentor intervention study in Dallas, Texas.  The exit survey can be found in the 
Strategic Data Project Summer Melt Handbook created by Castleman et al. (2013).  The 
handbook was built as a guide to investigate and respond to summer melt.  However, the 
handbook was written for school district administrators, school counseling staff and 
leaders, high school leaders, and community-based organizations (Castleman et al. 2014).  
The exit survey in the handbook was developed for Texas high schools.  Survey 
modifications removed the Texas higher education institutions and added Louisiana 
higher education institutions.  Also, a place was added to identify the sex and SES of the 
student.  Finally, all dates were changed, and the incentive was different.  Castleman and 
Page (2014b) had access to demographic information through the counseling program, 
which they used to implement the peer mentor intervention.  I did not have access to any 
demographics before the study, however.  The survey was a single page and should take 
students less than a minute to complete.  See Appendix B for the senior exit survey.   
 In a summer melt text messaging intervention, Castleman and Page (2015) 
developed a text messaging template.  The template was used to guide the text messages 
sent to the graduated students.  The messages were modified for Louisiana schools, and 
some content irrelevant to the study had been removed.  Also, the timeline of message 
distribution was used.  Castleman and Page (2015) used a computer-assisted text 





the programs and students in the study.  Also, Castleman and Page (2015) had access to 
counselors to help if students needed additional assistance.  All references to guidance 
counselors were removed.  See Appendix D for the text message templates and Appendix 
E for the timeline for the distribution of text messages.  
 The second data collection instrument was the peer mentor log sheets.  Each peer 
mentor was required to record the initial text message with the student.  The logs were 
used to ensure all participants received the same message.  The logs kept peer mentor 
accountability.  Also, each peer mentor was required to submit a transcript of all 
conversations.  I visited each peer mentor to thank them for their help and to give them 
their computer.  While visiting, I retrieved all screenshots of the messages via AirDrop.  
AirDrop is a feature on Apple iPhones that allows instant exchange of pictures between 
two iPhones in proximity.  See Appendix F for the log sheet.  
 Another instrumentation was SPSS statistics (SPSS).  SPSS is a software for 
statistical analysis and allows inexperienced researchers to conduct their statistical 
analysis (Nie, Bent, & Hull, 1970).  SPSS ran all the necessary statistical tests to 
determine the effects of the peer mentor intervention.  SPSS was easy to use and often 
used in statistical research (Wellman, 1998). 
 
Role of the Researcher 
 
 I am currently employed by a higher education institution in the field of wellness 
and recreation in Louisiana.  I have no experience in the recruitment of students to the 
university, nor do I have any experience in retaining students who have been admitted 
into the institution.  I have no personal or professional interest in the study.  Also, I do 





of the study.  Peer mentors did not come from the institution of my employment, nor did 
any of them know me before the study.  Some high school seniors recruited in the study 
were accepted into my institution of employment and the institution of my attending 
school.  There was no researcher bias in the study; however, because I did not talk to any 
high school graduate about my institution of employment.  To complete the study, my 
school of attendance must be listed.  
 
Data Collection and Analysis 
 
The informed consent and senior exit forms were collected by me.  I traveled to 
each high school to recruit participants.  All forms were brought to my office and placed 
in a locked drawer.  A compiled list of all participants was then typed in excel.   
Data logs were sent to me directly from the peer mentors.  All logs were 
reviewed, and all conversations were included regardless of the subject of conversation.  
The information was kept in folders in a locked office drawer. 
The peer mentor intervention effect on summer melt will be calculated using a 
two-proportion z-test.  A two-proportion z-test is used to determine if there is a statistical 
difference between proportions (Field, 2009).  It will be able to tell me if the treatment 
group's success rate of matriculating is statistically different than the control group's 
success rate of matriculating. 
Four conditions must be made to use a two-proportion z-test. The first is that the 
sample sizes must be large enough to use a normal sampling distribution.  The second 
condition is that the samples must be independent.  Another condition is that the sample 
must be randomly selected.  The final condition is that the sample sizes should be the 





In a two-proportion z-test, a null hypothesis and alternate hypothesis is stated, and 
an alpha level is chosen.  After the statistical test, if the z-score falls between the alpha 
level, the null hypothesis is rejected (Field, 2009).  I will use an alpha level of .05, which 
means my z-score must be larger than 1.96 to reject the null hypothesis and determine a 
statistical difference between my treatment and control group.  An alpha level of .05 is a 
standard level in statistics and is used in similar studies involving summer melt 












Summer melt is a problem facing many high school seniors post-graduation.  
Students work hard throughout their high school careers only to face more hurdles upon 
graduation.  Summer melt occurs when a student applies and gets accepted into a higher 
education institution but fails to matriculate the fall following their graduation.  Whether 
it be applications, the FAFSA, housing, or other requirements, students face many steps 
to attend college.  Regardless of academic success, failure to complete the things needed, 
or other factors, ultimately leads to the student failing to matriculate.   
The participating high school students chose from two curriculums.  Students 
interested in entering the workforce enrolled in the Jump Start curriculum, while students 
interested in continuing their education enrolled in the state’s TOPSU curriculum.  The 
TOPSU program is academic driven and designed to prepare students to enter college.  
Students completed the extra academic requirements, scored well on college-entrance 
exams, filled out the FAFSA, and finished other necessary forms such as school and 
housing applications to continue their education. 
Summer melt is prevalent across the country and ranges from 22%-50% among 




demographic group suffered summer melt more than lower socioeconomic status (SES) 
students.  Previous studies encompassed larger school districts in big cities such as 
Dallas, Philadelphia, and Boston, and focused on the lower SES population.  There were 
no figures or statistics on summer melt in the participating high schools, nor were there 
any attempts to combat summer melt in the state. Before the study, it was unclear if the 




Research Question 1:  What is the effect, if any, of a peer mentor intervention on 
summer melt in participating high schools? 
Research Question 2:  What information do high school seniors seek between 
high school completion and enrollment into higher education institutions? 
 
Presentation of Results 
 
Based on constructs located in literature for my dissertation, I created a peer 
mentor text messaging campaign to address summer melt (Castleman et al., 2013).  Peer 
mentors were students currently enrolled in college.  They were chosen to deliver the text 
message intervention because they were not far removed from matriculating themselves.  
Students were able to ask personal questions and were more comfortable talking to 
people close to their age. 
Peer mentors were recruited through professional connections.  I contacted 
administrators from five Louisiana higher education institutions and requested 
recommendations for responsible students.  The five institutions were chosen because of 





am attending was used to recruit mentors.  Each administrator provided a male and 
female mentor and associated contact information.  I reached out to each peer mentor and 
explained the study.  All ten recommended peer mentors decided to participate in the 
study.  
After verbally committing to the study, the peer mentors were sent an informed 
consent form.  Once the form was returned, I trained the peer mentors.  The training 
consisted of two phone lessons.  The first training covered the study overview, the 
purpose, and details of what each peer mentor was to do.  The second training was on 
peer mentor responsibility, parameters, and paperwork.  It also served as a time for peer 
mentors to ask questions.  Peer mentors were equipped with the contact information of 
each Louisiana institution’s financial aid and registrar’s office as well as all institutional 
deadlines.  The information included orientation, move-in, and the first day of class dates, 
as well as links to payment plans, placements exams, tuition, housing, and insurance.  
The institution information page was built on factors that contributed to the summer melt 
(Castleman et al., 2013). 
The text messages were scripted from Castleman et al., (2013) summer melt 
handbook and were modified to accommodate Louisiana students and colleges.  Text 
messaging was chosen because it is a common form of communication among students 
and demonstrated to be effective in delivering vital information for matriculation 
(Castleman et al., 2013; Castleman et al., 2017; Naismith, 2007). 
Before the study, participants completed a senior exit survey from the summer 
melt handbook that was altered to accommodate the study (Castleman et al., 2013).  The 





student demographics.  Both the scripted text messages and senior exit surveys were 
approved for modification and use by Castleman before the study began. 
The peer mentor text messaging campaign began on June 14, 2019, after the 
participants’ high school graduation, and ended August 16, 2019.  One text message was 
sent each week, on Fridays, for ten weeks.  Every Thursday and Friday during the 
intervention, I sent texts to remind the peer mentors to send out their messages to the 
students.   
The study focused on lower SES students, as they experience summer melt at a 
greater rate than higher SES students (Castleman & Page, 2014a).  The study began with 
the recruitment of high school students in school districts with high lower SES 
populations.  High schools with less than 68% SES populations in 2018 and within one 
hour of me were targeted for the study (LDOE, 2019).  Twenty-three high schools in 
eight parishes met these benchmarks.  After active recruitment by visiting school boards 
and high schools, I was able to get seven principals from four school districts to 
participate.  In 2019, one of the schools’ lower SES population dropped below the 67% 








Participating High School Demographics 
 
School District School Total Students %Female %Male %Lower SES 
A A 1261 48.2% 51.8% 63.8% 
A B 394 45.4% 54.6% 75.4% 
B C 643 47.9% 52.1% 79.0% 
B D 690 46.8% 53.2% 73.9% 
B E 701 49.2% 50.8% 88.2% 
C F 376 50.5% 49.5% 81.1% 
D G 341 47.2% 52.8% 72.1% 
 
 
Once principals agreed and informed consent was given, I visited the high schools 
to recruit students.  Each high school had a different process to allow me to recruit 
participants.  Three principals called special assemblies for me, one allowed me to speak 
at their graduation practice, another principal allowed me to speak at their final senior 
breakfast, and the final two had me set up tables in the hallways to recruit students.  After 
recruitment, 160 viable participants were available for the study and created the sample.  
There were 63 males and 97 females.  The sample was 86% lower SES.  Overall, there 
were 824 graduates from the seven high schools, and the sample represented 46% of 
TOPSU students.  The participants were 19.4% of the total population.  See Table 3 for 
















% lower SES 
students 
participating 
# of TOPSU 
students at 
school 





A 33 10 23 24% 88% 140 124 264 
B 18 7 11 60% 83% 30 14 44 
C 19 10 9 29% 80% 69 43 112 
D 23 13 10 92% 91% 25 23 48 
E 27 8 19 28% 100% 100 50 150 
F 15 4 11 29% 80% 52 59 111 
G 25 11 14 59% 77% 44 51 95 
 
 
Once participants were identified, they were assigned evenly and randomly into 
two groups.  Eighty participants were placed into either the treatment or the control 








Participants were randomized by the Microsoft Excel random function.  Before 
randomization, participants were placed into groups by their school to ensure a similar 
number of students from each school were separated into the treatment and the control 
group.  Peer mentors were given a random number one through 20 via the random 
function.  The blank numbers not paired with peer mentors, represented the control 
group.  Participants in each school group were then given a random number one through 
Group Male Female Lower SES Non-Lower SES 
Treatment 29 51 70 10 





20 via the random function.  Participants were paired with their corresponding peer 
mentors via matching numbers.   
Peer mentors were recruited from five 4-year higher education institutions in 
Louisiana and sent out text messages throughout the summer to help mitigate summer 
melt.  There were one male and one female peer mentor from each institution.  There 
were eight Caucasian and two African American peer mentors, with ages ranging from 





Peer Mentor Demographics 
 
Institution Designation Gender Age Ethnicity Classification Free/reduced Lunch 
A A F 18 Caucasian Sophomore No 
A B M 20 Caucasian Junior No 
B C M 20 Caucasian Junior No 
B D F 20 Caucasian Sophomore No 
C E M 19 Caucasian Sophomore No 
C F F 18 Caucasian Sophomore No 
D G M 19 African American Junior No 
D H F 21 African American Senior Yes 
E I F 19 Caucasian Junior No 
E J M 20 Caucasian Junior No 
 
 
Peer mentors sent out ten text messages throughout the summer.  The text 
messages were designed to help students with the problems lower SES students face 
when matriculating to higher education institutions (Castleman & Page, 2013).  The 
messages were scripted and instructed to be sent every Friday at noon for ten consecutive 
weeks, beginning on June 14th and ending on August 16th.  Each peer mentor was given 





sending text messages after the second week and did not inform me.  See Table 6 for peer 




Peer Mentors Assigned Participants’ Genders 
 
Mentor Males Assigned Females Assigned 
A 2 6 
B 1 7 
C 5 3 
D 2 6 
E 3 5 
F 7 1 
G 4 4 
H 1 7 
I 3 5 
J 2 6 
 
 
Eighty students received text messages.  Eight students from the peer mentor that 
stopped texting following the second message from the mentor were removed from the 
treatment group.  Fifteen students asked to stop receiving messages.  The earliest a 
student asked to stop was after the 2nd text message, and the latest was after the 9th text.  
There were six males and nine females that requested to stop.  Four mentors had no 
students request to stop, while one mentor had five students request to stop.  See Table 7 









Participants Requesting to Stop Text Messages 
 
Student Mentor Assigned Gender Request Stop after Text Message 
1 C M 9th 
2 C M 9th 
3 D F 6th 
4 D F 2nd 
5 D F 2nd 
6 D F 2nd 
7 D M 4th 
8 H F 9th 
9 H M 4th 
10 I M 9th 
11 I F 2nd 
12 J M 7th 
13 J F 8th 
14 J F 8th 
15 J F 7th 
 
 
Fifty-seven students completed the treatment.  Twenty-eight students responded 
or asked questions to peer mentors.  Each peer mentor had at least one student inquire 
about something having to do with the matriculation process.  The peer mentors answered 
each of the questions, using the institution information sheet provided as well as personal 
experience.  One mentor was unable to answer a student successfully.  A student inquired 
about walking on a varsity sport, and the peer mentor responded with recommendations 
on how to reach the coach or tryout.  After an unsuccessful attempt, the student returned 
to the peer mentor to inquire about walking on the team.  The peer mentor was unsure 
how to answer and told the student to wait until the beginning of school to try.  The peer 
mentor did not inform me of the question until the end of the study. 
 Students asked questions from seven main topics.  The most frequent question 





questions ranged from where to sign up to the time and location.  Tuition bills and 
payment options were next.  Inquires included where to find the bill and how to get on a 
payment plan.  The next two topics, housing, and school/major were questioned the same 
amount of time.  Housing questions included where to find the housing website and how 
to apply for housing.  School and major were questions about changing their major after 
orientation or what classes to register.  The next subject was scholarships.  Students 
probed peer mentors for scholarship applications and where to find them.  The final two 
categories were non-school and lost.  Non-school was about the school environment and 
athletics.  Lost were students that had no idea what to do and admitted they were lost in 




Frequency of Topic Questions from Participating Students 
 
Topic # of Inquiries 
Orientation 8 










The summer melt among participants was 37%, falling between 22% and 50% 
found in previous studies (Arnold et al., 2009; Castleman et al., 2012).  Also, the rate is 
similar to the participating high schools 2018 cohort of 37.7% of students that qualified 





previous cohort’s rate of not using TOPS does not indicate summer melt but does serve 
as a correlation of students preparing to go to college and not matriculating.   
The study began with 160 participants; however, it concluded with only 137.  
Eight participants were not included because the peer mentor stopped sending messages, 
and 15 participants withdrew from the study.  The students withdrawing from the study 
did not give a reason and simply replied “STOP” to messages.  Overall, 86 students 
matriculated into the fall semester following high school graduation, while 51 students 
did not make it.  
Out of the 86 students who matriculated, 38 were assigned the treatment group 
with peer mentors, and 48 were in the control group.  Females accounted for 64% of the 
matriculated group, while males were 36%, emphasizing previous literature that women 
are more likely to matriculate (Castleman et al., 2012).  Ninety-three percent were lower 
SES, and 7% were higher SES.  All but two of the students matriculated into an 
institution they originally applied and were accepted.   
Among the 51 students failing to matriculate, 19 were assigned the treatment 
group while 32 were in the control group.  The summer melt group was 48% female and 
52% male.  All 51 students who failed to matriculate were lower SES, reiterating 
previous studies of lower SES students being more likely to melt during the summer.  
Every higher SES student matriculated to the fall semester.   
Thirty-two percent of the participating females failed to matriculate, while 44% of 
the males failed to matriculate into a higher education institution.  The trend of a higher 
male summer melt rate aligns with previous studies of gender melt rates (Castleman & 





school females to attend a higher education institution after graduation (LDOE, 2018).  
For comparison, in the 2018 cohort, all seven high schools experienced a higher rate of 
females attending a higher education institution than males (LDOE, 2019).  
Participants’ matriculation rates of each gender and the matriculation rate of the 
previous cohorts were similar.  In 2018, the participating high schools’ female attendance 
rate was 64%, while the male attendance rate was 51% (LDOE, 2019).  For both genders, 
the participants’ matriculation rate was higher at 68% and 56%, respectively, but was 
similar in raw rates and difference of rates.  
Treatment Vs. Control 
 
Overall, the treatment group experienced a 33% summer melt rate, while the 
control group experienced a 40% summer melt rate.  The lower summer melt rate 
indicated a small relationship between the treatment and matriculation.  To determine the 
difference between the treatment and the control groups’ rates and to apply to the general 
population, a two-proportion z-test was performed.  There are two hypotheses stated. 
H0:  The treatment group matriculation rate will not be statistically significantly 
higher than the control group.    
H1:  The treatment group matriculation rate will be statistically significantly 
higher than the control group.   
An alpha level of 0.05 was chosen, meaning a z-score larger than 1.96 was needed 
to reject the null hypothesis.  An alpha level of 0.05 is a standard level in statistics and is 
used in similar studies involving summer melt interventions (Bos et al., 2012; Castleman 
& Page, 2015; Castleman et al., 2014).  The two-proportion z-test yielded a z-score of 





Therefore, there was no statistically significant difference between the summer melt rates 
of the treatment and control group.   
Females in the control group failed to matriculate at a lower rate than their male 
counterparts.  In the control group, females failed to matriculate at 35% and males at 
47%.  A two-proportion z-test comparing the females and males in the control group and 
the treatment group was performed.  Two hypotheses are stated. 
H0:  There is no statistical difference in the control group between males and 
females summer melt rates. The two proportions are the same. 
H1:  There is a statistical difference in the control group between males and 
females summer melt rates.  The two proportions are different. 
An alpha level of .05 was chosen, meaning a z-score larger than 1.96 was needed 
to reject the null hypothesis.  The two-proportion z-test yielded a z-score of 1.08.  Since 
the z-score was below 1.96, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.  Therefore, there was 
no statistically significant difference between the summer melt rates of males and females 
in the control group.   
In the treatment group, females failed to matriculate at a lower rate than the 
control group at 31%, while males failed to matriculate at 38%.  A two-proportion z-test 
comparing the males and females in the treatment group.  There are two hypotheses. 
H0:  There is no statistical difference in the treatment group between males and 
females summer melt rates.  The two proportions are the same.  
H1:  There is a statistical difference in the treatment group between males and 





An alpha level of 0.05 was chosen, and a z-score larger than 1.96 is needed to 
reject the null hypothesis.  The two-proportion z-test yielded a z-score of 0.538.  Since 
the z-score was below 1.96, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.  Therefore, there was 
no statistically significant difference between the summer melt rates of males and females 
in the treatment group.   
A two-proportion z-test was performed between females in the treatment group 
and females in the control group.  Females failed to matriculate at 35% in the control 
group and 31% in the treatment group.  An alpha level of 0.05 was chosen, and a z-score 
larger than 1.96 was needed to reject the null hypothesis.  There are two hypotheses. 
H0:  There is no statistical difference between female summer melt rates in the 
treatment and the control group.  The two proportions are the same.  
H1:  There is a statistical difference between female summer melt rates in the 
treatment and the control group.  The two proportions are different.  
The two-proportion z-test yielded a z-score of 0.381.  Since the z-score was below 
1.96, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.  Therefore, there was no statistically 
significant difference between female summer melt rates in the control and the treatment 
group.   
Males failed to matriculate 47% in the control group and 38% in the treatment 
group.  A two-proportion z-test was performed, and two hypotheses were stated.  An 
alpha level of 0.05 was chosen, and a z-score larger than 1.96 was needed to reject the 
null hypothesis.   
H0:  There is no statistical difference between male summer melt rates in the 





H1:  There is a statistical difference between male summer melt rates in the 
treatment and the control group.  The two proportions are different.  
The two-proportion z-test yielded a z-score of 0.797.  Since the z-score was below 
1.96, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.  Therefore, there was no statistically 
significant difference between male summer melt rates in the control and the treatment 
group.   
Both genders experienced an increase in melt in the control group, implying that 
the treatment may have helped students matriculate.  Neither the male nor female melt 
rate in the treatment group was statistically significantly different than the control group 
rate.  Therefore, the results of the treatment could not be applied to the general 
population.   
Peer Mentors 
 
There were differences between the gender of the peer mentors’ matriculation 
rates.  Twenty-nine percent of students failed to matriculate with female mentors, while 
38% of students assigned male mentors failed to matriculate.  A two-proportion z-test 
was performed, and two hypotheses were stated.  An alpha level of 0.05 was chosen, and 
a z-score larger than 1.96 was needed to reject the null hypothesis.   
H0:  There is no statistical difference with summer melt rates between female 
mentors and male mentors.  The two proportions are the same.  
H1:  There is a statistical difference with summer melt rates between female 





 The two-proportion z-test yielded a z-score of 0.720.  Since the z-score was 
below 1.96, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.  Therefore, there was no statistically 
significant difference with summer melts between female and male mentors. 
For female students assigned to female mentors, only 26% of students melted, 
while 35% of females assigned male mentors melted.  A two-proportion z-test was 
performed, and two hypotheses were stated.  An alpha level of 0.05 was chosen, and a z-
score larger than 1.96 was needed to reject the null hypothesis.   
H0:  There is no statistical difference with summer melt rates, with females 
assigned female mentors and male mentors.  The two proportions are the same.  
H1:  There is a statistical difference with summer melt rates, with females 
assigned female mentors and male mentors.  The two proportions are different. 
The two-proportion z-test yielded a z-score of 0.584.  Since the z-score was below 
1.96, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.  Therefore, there was no statistically 
significant difference with summer melts, with females assigned female mentors and 
male mentors. 
Male students assigned female mentors failed to matriculate at 33%, while male 
students with male mentors failed to matriculate at 50%.  A two-portion z-test was 
performed.  An alpha level of 0.05 was chosen, and a z-score larger than 1.96 was needed 
to reject the null hypothesis.   
H0:  There is no statistical difference with summer melt rates, with males assigned 
female mentors and male mentors.  The two proportions are the same.  
H1:  There is a statistical difference with summer melt rates, with males assigned 





The two-proportion z-test yielded a z-score of 0.762.  Since the z-score was below 
1.96, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.  Therefore, there was no statistically 
significant difference with summer melts, with males assigned female mentors and male 
mentors. 
Overall, female mentors had fewer students fail to matriculate than male mentors 
by 9%.  Male students with female mentors failed to matriculate 17% fewer than with 
male mentors, while female students with female mentors failed to matriculate 9% fewer 
than with male mentors.  These percentages imply that female mentors had a positive 
effect on summer melt, but the differences were not statistically significantly different.  
The female mentors’ positive results cannot be applied to the general population.  Student 
or peer mentor genders were not observed when randomly assigning; therefore, students 
were not divided evenly based on gender.  Ultimately, peer mentor genders and student 
genders cannot be compared between the treatment and control groups.   
High School Melt 
 
 Rates of summer melt from schools ranged from 20% to 50%.  In five of the 
seven schools, students assigned mentors were more likely to matriculate.  Meanwhile, in 
four high schools, more than 50% of the matriculated students were assigned mentors.  















Matriculated Students  
with Mentors 
Failed to Matriculate  
with Mentors 
A 57% 19% 50% 
B 50% 50% 50% 
C 65% 46% 17% 
D 72% 52% 14% 
E 58% 57% 50% 
F 57% 38% 33% 
G 80% 56% 0% 
 
 
High schools A and B had more students with mentors fail to matriculate than 
matriculating.  In high school A, 19% were given mentors, suggesting mentors may have 
had little to no effect on students matriculating.  Meanwhile, high schools B, D, E, and G, 
all had over 50% of their matriculating students’ assigned mentors.   
The participants’ matriculation rate compared to participating in high schools’ 
TOPS acceptance rate in 2018 is similar (LDOE, 2019).  The Taylor Opportunity 
Program for Students (TOPS) is the state’s public tuition assistance program.  It provides 
financial aid to students that complete certain high school academic requirements 
regardless of socioeconomic status.  Failure to accept TOPS is not summer melt, but an 
indication of students preparing to attend higher education and not use public funding.  
Failure to accept TOPS may be due to other factors like attending school out of state.  In 
2018, the three high schools, B, E, and F, were the lowest TOPS acceptance rates at 41%, 
43%, and 46%, respectively (LDOE, 2019).  When comparing the participating students’ 
matriculation rates among the high schools, they are three of the four lowest.  The 
comparison indicates that high schools B, E, and F have students that are less likely to 





participants’ matriculation rates cannot be generalized to the high school population but 
can be used for comparison. 
 High schools with higher matriculation rates, high school C, D, and G, had higher 
TOPS acceptance rates in 2018 (LDOE, 2019).  Their TOPS acceptance rates were 83%, 
67%, and 68%, respectively (LDOE, 2019), which does not show a pattern or any 
connection between the summer melt rate and TOPS acceptance rate but does serve as a 




 The first limitation was the inability to conduct any conclusive post hoc test 
regarding the population.  Unfortunately, the Louisiana Department of Education 
(LDOE) does not keep track of students preparing to attend a higher education institution.  
The tracking is different from students enrolled in TOPSU, the state’s high school 
curriculum that prepares students for college and enables them to accept monies from the 
state’s TOPS program.  In other words, neither the state nor school differs students’ 
intentions from their enrolled curriculum.  It is not possible to gather the exact student 
population intending to attend a higher education institution without gathering 
information from 100% of students attending high school.  The LDOE gathers high 
school seniors’ demographics after students matriculate the fall semester following 
graduation and do not keep track of any students failing to matriculate.  Without the 
available information, a post hoc t-test to ensure the sample population represents the 
general population was not possible. 
 A second limitation was students’ unwillingness to participate.  No melt rate nor 





because students withdrew from the study.  The participants in the control group did not 
have any interaction with the mentors; therefore, none withdrew from the study.  
However, the 15 students that withdrew represented over 26% of the treatment group.  
Losing over a quarter of the treatment group did not allow an even comparison.   
 A third limitation was data tracking.  The LDOE has never tracked summer melt.  
It does keep track of students that are TOPS eligible but does not keep track of individual 
students enrolled in TOPSU curriculum.  Also, it does not track students’ intentions.  For 
example, the LDOE keeps track of how many students accept TOPS but does not track 
why students declined it. 
A fourth limitation was the peer mentor’s responsiveness.  Peer mentors 
responded to participants in a variety of ways.  Some responded quickly and precisely, 
while others slowly and in general statements.  There was no standard placed on the 









DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
The study's purpose was to determine the relationship of a peer mentor text 
message intervention on summer melt.  Summer melt is the phenomenon where high 
school seniors apply and get accepted into a higher education institution but fail to 
matriculate following high school graduation.  Summer melt rates ranged from 22% to 
50% and affected lower socioeconomic status (SES) students at a much higher rate 
(Arnold et al., 2009; Castleman et al., 2012).   
The first research question was, what is the effect, if any, of a peer mentor 
intervention on summer melt in participating high schools?  The second research question 
was, what information do high school seniors seek between high school completion and 
enrollment into higher education institutions?  An intervention with peer mentors 
delivered scripted text messages to graduated high school seniors as a quasi-experimental 
study to help them matriculate.   
 
Synthesis of Findings 
 
Participants were chosen randomly to be placed in the treatment or control group.  
However, the sample was not randomly selected from the population, setting up a quasi-





higher summer melt rate of 40%, while the treatment group experienced a summer rate 
melt of 33%.  There was a relationship between the two groups as the treatment group 
experienced a lower summer melt rate, and it can be concluded that the treatment had 
some positive effect on matriculation.  However, a two-proportion z-test was performed, 
and it was determined that there was no statistical difference between the control and 
treatment group.  It could not be verified that the higher matriculation rate was due to the 
treatment. 
The second results comparison was male versus female, which was observed to 
determine if the peer mentor intervention affected males or females differently.  In the 
participating high schools, females failed to matriculate at a lower rate than males in both 
the control and treatment groups.  In the control group, females failed to matriculate at 
35%, while males failed to matriculate at 47%.  In the treatment group, females failed to 
matriculate at 31%, while males failed to matriculate at 38%, which indicates that female 
participants were more likely to attend a higher education institution and aligns with 
cohort data that more females attended a higher education institution than males in the 
participating high schools (LDOE, 2020).  A two-proportion z-test determined there was 
no statistical difference in either male or female in the treatment or control group, which 
indicates the intervention cannot be the absolute the cause of the positive results.  
However, the treatment group summer melt rates were both lower than the control group.  
Also, there was a more considerable difference between males and females in the control 
group than in the treatment group, suggesting that the intervention had a greater effect on 
males than females.  A positive relationship can be established, but the intervention may 





 The final comparison is male mentor versus a female mentor.   This comparison 
was to determine if the peer mentor gender played a role in matriculating students.  It is 
essential to look at the peer mentors’ genders for potential future studies.  Students 
assigned female mentors failed to matriculate at 29%, while students assigned male 
mentors failed to matriculate at 38%.  These numbers represent many students suggesting 
female mentors were more efficient in helping students matriculate.  However, a two-
proportion z-test determined no statistical difference between peer mentor genders.  
Though the difference between female and male genders is high, it cannot be determined 
for certain that female mentors were more successful than male mentors. 
 Additionally, I compared female students with female mentors versus male 
mentors.  Females failed to matriculate at 26% with female mentors, while at 35% with 
male mentors, suggesting female mentors were more efficient with female students than 
male mentors.  A two-proportion z-test determined there was no statistical difference 
between female students with female mentors and male mentors.  I cannot determine the 
efficiency of female and male mentors with females.   
 Male students assigned female mentors failed to matriculate at 33%, while male 
students assigned male mentors failed to matriculate at 50%, providing the largest 
difference between failed matriculation rates in any comparison and suggested that 
female mentors were more efficient in helping male students than male mentors.  
However, a two-proportion z-test again determined there was no statistical difference.  
Statistically, there was no effect, but the sizeable raw difference cannot be ignored and 






 The results were presented in three categories, 1) treatment group versus control 
group, 2) male participants versus female participants, and 3) male mentors versus female 
mentors.  The treatment group versus the control group determined if the intervention had 
any statistically significant difference between groups.  The male participants versus 
female participants compared the two genders in both the treatment group and the control 
group and determined if there was any statistical significance between them.  Finally, the 
male mentors versus female mentors tested if there was a statistically significant 
difference between the mentors’ genders.   
Treatment Vs. Control 
Summer melt rates were lower in every comparison in the treatment group than in 
the control group.  None were statistically different and therefore, did not allow me to say 
the difference was caused by the treatment. However, conclusions can be drawn based on 
the data.  Every breakdown in the treatment group yielded a lower summer melt rate than 
in the control group, making it hard to argue that it had zero effect on the students.  In the 
treatment group, there were 7% more students matriculating than in the control group, 
suggesting that the treatment worked in some capacity.  When students inquired with 
questions about matriculating, they were all answered.  All issues with students were 
resolved, and a couple of students had follow-up questions, but those too were answered.  
One question regarding athletics was unanswered by a peer mentor, but it was not related 
to matriculating.  Ninety-two percent of the students with questions about their institution 





reason for matriculation. Still, it did remove hurdles in the students’ path, and the 
percentage of matriculated students is high. 
All students that responded answered their peer mentors positively.  None had any 
complaints about the information provided.  It is assumed if students disliked any 
information or the intervention, they opted out of the study.  Fifteen students withdrew 
from the study.  Once the student withdrew, there was no further contact.  Unfortunately, 
this did not allow for any questions on why they withdrew. 
An explanation of why the treatment group matriculated a higher rate than the 
control group is a coincidence.  Though the consistency in all categories makes it 
unlikely, students without problems were placed in the treatment group.  Also, the loss of 
participants may have caused a percentage inflation as the raw number of students 
matriculating in the treatment group was smaller than in the control group.   
Another explanation for the higher matriculation rate in the treatment group is that 
the intervention helped clear problems for students but was not the direct cause.  Students 
who participated were already matriculating, and their questions were for clarity rather 
than necessity.  They did not need the peer mentors’ help, but it was somewhat useful.  
The deduction falls back to the coincidence of students placed in the treatment group.  
Also, it cannot be stated that the control group failed to matriculate because they did not 
receive the intervention.   
Male Participants Vs. Female Participants 
Overall, females failed to matriculate at 33% while males failed to matriculate at 
44%, a percentage similar to both the treatment groups where females failed to 





matriculate 12% lower than males.  The difference in the genders is not statistically 
significant, meaning there is no official difference between the two.  However, 
conclusions can be made.   
Females accounted for 48% of the participating high schools’ total population yet 
made up 54% of the total participants.  The gender breakdown of the study’s total 
population is not possible to calculate as none of the participating high schools kept 
records of students’ intent to attend a higher education institution.  However, the study’s 
matriculation results do align with females attending higher education institutions 
compared to males at the participating high schools, as well as the overall state 
matriculation breakdown.  In participating high schools, 57% of high school seniors that 
matriculated were female, while 43% were male.  The study’s differences in genders are 
much smaller; however, that can be a result of smaller sample size (LDOE, 2020).  In the 
state of the participating high schools, females represented 7% more students that 
attended a higher education institution than males (LDOE, 2020).  Both the state and 
participating high schools’ matriculation rates are reflective of females’ higher education 
institution attendance rates, where females make 57% of all students attending four-year 
institutions (USDOE, 2019). 
In the treatment group, females matriculated 4% more than in the control group, 
while males matriculated 7% more in the treatment group than in the control group.  An 
explanation for the smaller increase with females is that females are more likely to 
matriculate to a higher education institution and did not need the help of the intervention 
(LDOE, 2020).  Also, the higher male matriculation rate indicates the intervention may 





yet asked 57% of the questions regarding matriculation.  Females represented 63% of the 
treatment group but relied less on help from the peer mentors and managed to matriculate 
at a higher rate than males. 
Male Mentor Vs. Female Mentor 
 Students assigned female mentors failed to matriculate at a lower rate than male 
mentors by 9%.  Female and male students assigned female mentors failed to matriculate 
at lower rates than male mentors.  Female students failed to matriculate 9% less with 
female mentors than with male mentors, and male students failed to matriculate 17% less 
with female mentors than with male mentors.  Neither difference was statistically 
different, but both are large figures that represent female mentor success.  The data 
suggests that female mentors were more efficient in helping students matriculate.  An 
explanation for the difference is the response rate of female mentors.  All inquiries to 
female mentors were answered within two hours.  However, male mentors took up to six 
hours to answer some participants’ questions.  There was no contact concluding the 
intervention with participants, and I am uncertain the response speed was a factor in 
helping the student answer their question.  As for the large difference between female and 
male mentors with male students, I have no plausible explanation other than female 
students were more independent and likely to matriculate regardless of the peer mentor 




 The first limitation of the study was my inability to get an accurate population 
size.  Unfortunately, neither the participating high schools nor the state records students’ 





the participating high schools that applied and were accepted into a higher education 
institution.  The evaluation includes their intention to attend a higher education 
institution.  For example, students may have applied to an institution, with no intent to 
attend it, to appease a parent or educator. 
Another example is that the student may have applied earlier in the year but 
changed their mind during the school year.  While recruiting participants, I spoke with 
one student who applied and was accepted into an institution but decided to join the 
military instead.  I did not use the student in the study, but it indicates an inflated number 
of students who applied and were accepted into a higher education institution.  The 
participating high schools did not attempt to track any students’ intentions.  Also, the 
state records students attending higher education institutions but does not record 
applications.  Applications are recorded on an individual institution level but is inaccurate 
as well.  The institution records the student not attending their institution and not where 
the student ended. 
To get an accurate sample size, I must know the total population, but getting this 
number was not possible without interviewing every student in the graduating class.  
Time constraints and limitations did not allow me to interview the students.  However, an 
individual high school cohort may be possible with my limitations to gather an accurate 
population.   
A second limitation of the study was the high mortality rate of participants.  
Twenty-three students, or 29% of the treatment group, were removed from the results.  
With such a high mortality rate in the treatment group, it was not possible to get accurate 





students in the treatment group caused too much of a difference to overcome statistically.  
There were two reasons for students being left out of the results.  
The first reason was a lousy peer mentor.  Nine out of ten peer mentors completed 
the study.  However, one peer mentor stopped sending text messages after the second 
week.  He did not inform me that he stopped sending them, nor did he give me a reason 
for stopping and not telling me.  He was trained to inform me immediately if he could not 
complete the study, and I would distribute his participants to remaining peer mentors.  On 
the peer mentor’s exit interview, I was informed that the third week’s text message was 
not sent. The mentor misunderstood the parameters of the study, believing he could not 
complete it because he skipped a message.  Each peer mentor was assigned eight 
students; therefore, all eight of their students were removed from the results because they 
did not receive the full treatment.  
One solution to fix this limitation is to investigate peer mentors in more depth.  I 
received the peer mentor’s information from professional contact at a higher education 
institution.  I took the recommendation and used the mentor without any other 
investigating on my part.  I should have asked for references or experience to narrow 
down potential peer mentors.   
The second reason for the loss of participants was students opting out of the 
study.  Fifteen students opted out of the study during the intervention.  Nine were female, 
and six were male, and there was no pattern on gender or when they opted out of the 
study.  They replied to stop the intervention, and the peer mentor complied.  All fifteen 
students matriculated to their respected higher education institutions, suggesting that 





until after the 9th message, which could indicate they had already received the 
information needed to matriculate from the mentor.  The final text message was a wrap-
up message and a valid luck text and did not provide any pertinent information regarding 
matriculation.   
A solution for this limitation is to conduct interviews with participants before the 
study.  I could confirm a student’s intentions and their need for assistance.  Students may 
not have needed any help to matriculate before their high school graduation and signed 
up for the study for no specific reason.  
A third limitation of the study was the inconsistent responses from the 
participating high schools.  Each administration treated the study differently.  In one high 
school, the principal and senior guidance counselor were enthusiastic and allowed me to 
speak at their senior breakfast.  After discussing the study, I was able to set up a table for 
multiple days and multiple hours, allowing me to recruit a high number of participants 
from the school.  Another administrator was disinterested in the study, not because of the 
subject, but because they were busy with testing.  I could set up a table at lunch, on one 
day for one hour.  Overall, every administrator expressed their desire to help and their 
interest in the study; however, time and nature of the study proved to be challenging.   
Recruiting students varied from school to school.  I was able to recruit a large 
number of females for the study because they were the majority of the students who 
approached my table.  They were inquisitive and appeared genuinely interested.  Males 
often approached my table hesitantly and required a little convincing to participate.  
Approximately a third of the students were easily recruited, another third took a little 





 A fourth limitation with the study is the lack of research on the summer melt and 
the intervention.  Summer melt was not studied before Arnold et al. (2009).  There was 
no foundation or previous research that I could replicate.  The study was completed in 
seven participating high schools that had no infrastructure in place to help lower SES 
students beyond graduation.  Also, a text messaging platform was not used.  All scripted 
text messages were customized and modeled after Castleman et al., (2013) text message 
campaign.   
 
Implications and Larger Context 
 
 The study implications were divided into three categories.  Future studies that 
discuss similar research can build on the results of this study.  K-12 leaders can use the 
research to implement practices that help mitigate summer melt and implement policies 
to help students matriculate.  Finally, post-secondary leaders now have a foundation to 
build a database on summer melt.  
Future Studies 
 I could not demonstrate statistically significant positive outcomes, but I believe 
the study was significant because it allowed me to record summer melt in participating 
high schools.  It filled an information void.  Before the study, summer melt had not been 
studied in the state.  There was no previous research on the participating high schools, 
nor were there any specific programs or studies to help mitigate summer melt.  The study 
provided a foundation to build future research by first admitting the summer melt.   
 Another implementation is practical to use.  The outcomes have enough practical 
significance that can be replicated statewide.  A statewide implementation is possible and 





control group, as well as the upward trend of attendance, the state should expect to save 
1,984 students from failing to matriculate (LDOE, 2020), which represents many missed 
opportunities for higher education institutions.  The average tuition for a higher education 
institution in the state is $6588.00 (Louisiana Board of Regents, 2020).  Students who 
failed to matriculate represent over $13 million of lost tuition and fees.  A small 
investment of a $200 scholarship into mentors will yield a significant return.  Overall, the 
intervention would cost $28.00 per student.  A handbook could be created to train peer 
mentors and educate administrators on the subject.  
 The peer mentor intervention was based on Schlossberg’s Transition Theory 
(STT).  The intervention addressed the core of STT, providing a support system for a 
successful transition.  STT is centered around the concept that individuals need help 
moving through transitions (Schlossberg, 2011).  In the study, students are transitioning 
from high school to a higher education institution, and the summer serves as their moving 
through stage.  During this stage, students become aware of their resources (Anderson et 
al., 2012).  They will either label the resources as assets or liabilities and if the liabilities 
outweigh the assets, they will fail to transition.  Previous research provided me with a 
foundation to create the scripted messages (Baum et al., 2010; Castleman & Page, 2014a; 
Daugherty, 2012; Hoover & Supiano, 2009; Rall, 2016).  The intervention targeted these 
liabilities that included financial aid, housing, tuition statements, and other hurdles.   
 It cannot be affirmed that the intervention was the cause for the lower summer 
melt rate in the treatment group, but it can be implied.  Students’ questions referred to the 





group than in the control group.  By targeting liabilities, peer mentors, at minimum, 
reminded students of them.  
K-12 Leaders 
Summer melt rates were calculated at seven participating high schools with no 
previous summer melt data.  The rates ranged from 20% to 50% and represented many 
students failing to matriculate.  Participating high schools’ administrators can take the 
rates to assess their guidance counselor area.   
The intervention demonstrated that summer melt is a problem, and practices need 
to be put in place to help mitigate it.  Students’ questions were revealed during the 
intervention, along with other barriers.  Guidance counselors can consider these issues 
and be proactive in answering them.  Frequently, the student does not know they need 
more information until the summer, but if a guidance counselor was proactive in 
presenting specific material, it could help mitigate summer melt.  Also, before the study, 
guidance counselors may have been misinformed on what questions students possessed, 
as they lose contact with students once they graduate.   
In informal interviews with guidance counselors at the beginning of the study, 
each guidance counselor stated the intent to prepare for the next class once the current 
class graduates.  One counselor told me they say “bye” and never talk to them again, as 
they are more focused on preparing for the next class.  Another concern from guidance 
counselors was the number of students.  Administrators can take the summer melt rates 
and compare them to the workload of counselors. 
One school district had all its high schools participate in the intervention.  The 





Superintendents can look at policies on the school district level, starting with professional 
development and training for guidance counselors.  Also, superintendents can use the 
information to evaluate their counseling program.  With the summer melt revelation, 
continuing to monitor it is essential.  They can observe counselor-to-student ratios, 
delivery of materials, and communication methods and implement policies to make them 
better.  Using summer melt rates, they can have quantifiable results of policy changes.   
Post-Secondary Leaders 
 Higher education institutions’ student recruitment involves several different staff 
members, as opposed to only guidance counselors in high schools.  When an institution is 
attempting to recruit a student, it utilizes recruiters, the registrar’s office, financial aid, 
first-year experience, and several other areas.  Post-secondary leaders can take the results 
from this study and use it as a guide to creating a comprehensive manual to ensure 
students matriculate. 
 Higher education institutions are not concerned with students who have not 
applied or expressed an interest in attending their school.  However, this study could be 
the difference in helping a student matriculate to an institution if they were deciding 
between multiple schools.  Higher education administrators can use the data to be 
proactive with information for students.  Also, administrators know which areas to focus 
on and reiterate throughout the summer and will gain insight into what students need and 
want to know.   
 Institutions may also use the data to follow high schools that feed into the school.  
Higher education institutions have high schools that will have a high percentage of 





in their area to test their recruitment, either validating their policies or causing them to 
approach it differently.  Institutions will know if students are attending other schools or 
not attending at all.  Also, a post-secondary school can follow-up during the fall semester 




Peer mentor training consisted primarily of two phone calls.  The first one to 
introduce the purpose of the study and the second to go into the requirements and 
expectations of the mentor.  I did not have any problems with training, and all peer 
mentors were interactive.  All understood the study and was eager to participate.  Three 
mentors texted me with follow up questions about their limitations on responses.  I did 
change the text message delivery application after the training because I found out that 
the application charges some phone companies.  I retrained all mentors within a day, and 
there were no problems.   
Peer mentor problems included failure to notify me with a problem they could not 
answer, and one mentor failed at sending out his text messages.  There was only one 
problem a peer mentor could not answer, and they did not let me know until the end of 
the study.  They should have notified me immediately.  The second problem was a 
mentor refusing to send out messages.  The peer mentor failed to send them out for no 
reason.  Both are problems that can be addressed in the future when recruiting potential 
peer mentors.  I could have done better in interviewing the peer mentor or following up 
with references.  Additionally, I could have followed up with mentors during the study 





Peer mentors can be recruited at any institution in the state.  All public institutions 
have freshman and orientation leaders.  A simple phone call to each orientation director 
for contact information and future studies could create a database of reliable leaders.  The 
students have been vetted and were chosen to lead the upcoming freshman class.  They 
should be educated on entry and financial aid requirements.  All groups could meet 
during the summer and be trained at each institution.  The conflict of interest would be 
the high school senior attending the peer mentor school.  The intervention may become a 
recruitment tool instead of a matriculation tool.   
At the study’s conclusion, nine peer mentors went through an exit interview.  I 
asked the peer mentors five questions about their experience.  Each decided to provide 
feedback for future research and adjustments on the intervention.  
 The first question asked the mentor what they liked about the study.  All mentors 
expressed their pleasure with the study objective.  One stated they liked helping kids and 
making an impact.  Another liked the personal touch and ability to communicate directly 
with the student.  They provided an example of themselves receiving automated texts 
about financial aid as a high school senior.  Two mentors liked that the study targeted 
lower SES students and wished the intervention was there for them.  Overall, mentors 
expressed helping disadvantaged students was rewarding. 
 The second question asked the mentor what they disliked about the study.  One 
mentor did not like the copying and pasting of links. Three mentors did not like the noon 
deadline to send out the messages and felt stressed to get them out on time.  One mentor 
suggested early in the morning or evening as a solution, and another mentor suggested 





message to input institutions and students’ names.  Finally, three mentors expressed their 
disappointment in students not responding and wished they had more interaction. 
 The third question asked the mentor if they had any problems, and if they were 
prepared to answer student questions.  Eight mentors had no problems and answered all 
student questions.  The final mentor had one problem, and it was when the student 
requested information about walking on an athletic team.  The mentor did not know the 
answer and did not contact me, and this was revealed to me during the exit interview.  
 The fourth question asked mentors if there were any missing deadlines on the 
information sheet.  Seven mentors said there were no missing deadlines.  One mentor said 
that one move-in date was incorrect, and the final mentor mentioned missing deadlines 
for athletic walk-ons.   
 The final question asked mentors what the maximum number of students they 
could comfortably text would be.  Five mentors said ten students would be their max, 
three mentors said fifteen would be their max, and one mentor said twenty students 
would be their max.  All nine mentors said they would take more if given more time to 
send out text messages or change the time text messages were sent.   
 Overall, the study was helpful for interactive students.  The students who 
responded to continued conversations and had follow-up questions.  In one case, a parent 
began texting the peer mentor and asked questions about the study.  The parent expressed 
their gratitude for the intervention and personally thanked the peer mentor.  The feedback 






 Before the study, there was no data on summer melt at the participating high 
schools or state.  The peer mentor text message intervention provided us with positive 
results, with effects noticeable in the final data.  Feedback from peer mentors and reading 
actual text exchanges allowed me to conclude that the intervention was successful in 
helping students matriculate.  I could not state for certain the peer mentor intervention 
was the cause of lower summer melt rates; however, it did cause some differences in the 
results. 
 The questions students asked when inquiring about matriculation were presented 
in Chapter 4.  The responses mirrored previous research on the subjects with which 
students needed help.  All peer mentors were prepared to answer students’ questions with 
one exception.  Also, the study proved students had the same questions regardless of area.  
Previous research was completed in urban areas, while my study was completed at rural 
high schools.   
 Finally, the study established baseline data for summer melt in the participating 
high schools.  No previous data existed, and the research set up a foundation upon which 
to build.   Summer melt rates ranged from 20% to 50% of participants at participating 
high schools.  Three of the seven participating high schools had summer melt rates above 
40% of participants, representing many students.  Another baseline provided was the 
relationship of summer melt and the lower SES students at participating high schools.  
There was no discernable pattern or relationship between the summer melt rates and 
lower SES students, due to the inability to collect an accurate total population.  However, 





I was unable to reject the null hypothesis; however, it needs to be replicated.  The 
problems and threats to validity need to be addressed, and another peer mentor text 
message intervention needs to be conducted.  Also, peer mentor feedback needs to be 
considered when developing future studies.  Suggestions for future studies include 
targeting one specific high school to experiment and producing a larger intervention for 
the entire state to compare cohort matriculation.  Another recommendation is to carry out 
an intervention experiment with a larger population and obtain an accurate total 
population.  A future researcher can begin the study in the fall to gather exact 
information.  Overall, the study cannot conclude the peer mentor text message campaign 
is effective. Still, it does contribute to summer melt research by verifying the existence of 
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Parental Permission Form for Child’s Research Participation 
 
Your child is being asked to take part in a research study.  This form has important 
information about the reason for doing this study, what we will ask your child to do, and 
the way we would like to use information about your child if you choose to allow your 
child to be in the study. 
 
Study Title:  Louisiana Summer Melt 
 
Principal Investigator:  Jason Stelly, Doctor of Education candidate at Louisiana Tech 
University 
 
IRB Study Number: 
 
Why are you doing this study? 
Your child is being asked to participate in a study about Summer Melt.  Summer melt is 
when a student applies and gets accepted into a college or university but does not attend 
any school after graduating. 
 
The purpose of the study is to see if a peer mentor intervention can help students who 
qualified and want to go to college, make it to school in the fall after graduation.  
 
What will my child be asked to do if my child is in this study? 
Your child will be asked to receive text messages from a peer mentor.  A peer mentor is a 
first- or second-year college student.  The peer mentor will send ten text messages over 
the summer about essential dates and items needed to enter college in the fall.  
Participation should take about a few minutes each text message.  Before the study 
begins, your child will be asked to fill out a Louisiana Senior Exit Form, regarding 
his/her plans after high school.  A Louisiana Senior Exit Form is attached.   
 
We would like to keep all the text message communication between your child and the 
peer mentor to make sure that we remember all the information accurately. The peer 
mentors will keep the text messages and turn them into me, Jason Stelly.  I will keep all 
the transcribed messages in my office under lock and key.  All the names of the students 
will be removed from the text messages.  We will only keep the messages to ensure each 
was correctly sent. 
 
Also, upon consent, I, Jason Stelly, will look up the status of your child in the fall 
semester after graduation. 
 
What are the possible risks or discomforts to my child? 
To the best of my knowledge, the things your child would be doing in this study have no 
more risk of harm than the risks of everyday life. 
 
Your child’s participation in this study does not involve any physical or emotional risk to 





As with all research, there is a chance that confidentiality of the information we collect 
about your child could be breached – we will take steps to minimize this risk, as 
discussed in more detail below in this form. 
 
 
What are the possible benefits for my child or others? 
Taking part in this research study may or may not benefit your child personally, but we 
may learn new things that will help others.  This study is designed to learn more about 
summer melt and how to solve it.   
 
It is possible, your child may have hurdles cleared, or questions answered that might have 
otherwise prevented him/her from attending college.   
 
How will you protect the information you collect about my child, and how will that 
information be shared? 
The results of this study may be used in publications and presentations.  However, no 
names will be used in any results.  Also, results will be looked at as a whole population 
and not as individuals.   
 
Financial Information 
Participation in this study may involve costs to you or your child.  Your child will be 
receiving ten text messages.  Depending on your current phone plan, various costs may 
occur.  Participation in this study is voluntary; however, every student participating in the 
study will be placed in a drawing for a new Lenovo Yoga Touch Screen Computer.  Two 
computers will be drawn after the study.   
 
What are my child’s rights as a research participant? 
Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your child may withdraw from this study at any 
time -- you and your child will not be penalized in any way or lose any sort of benefits 
for deciding to stop participation.   
 
If your child decides to withdraw from this study, the researcher will ask if the 
information already collected from your child can be used. 
 
Who can I contact if I have questions or concerns about this research study? 
If you or your child have any questions, you may contact: 
 








Parental Permission for Child’s Participation in Research  
I have read this form, and the research study has been explained to me. I have been 
allowed to ask questions, and my questions have been answered. If I have additional 
questions, I have been told whom to contact. I permit my child to participate in the 
research study described above and will receive a copy of this Parental Permission form 
after I sign it. 
 
The initial one of the following to indicate your choice: 
_____ (initial) I agree to… 




Parent/Legal Guardian’s Name (printed) and Signature    




Name of Child         
 Date  
Parents, please be aware that under the Protection of Pupils Rights Act (20 U.S.C. 
Section 1232(c)(1)(A)), you have the right to review a copy of the questions asked of or 
materials that will be used with students.  If you would like to do so, you should contact 















This summer, peer mentor counselors will be reaching out to students and their families to offer help with 
the final steps in the college-going process, and to help you work through any challenges that come up in 
making your postsecondary plans happen.  So that we can get in touch with you, please provide the following 
updated contact information. 
Students who submit complete exit surveys will be entered into a raffle for a free Lenovo Yoga Touch Screen 
Computer! 
 
______________________  ________________________ 
 _____________________ 
Last Name    First Name    ID# 
___________________________  ________________________________
 _____________________ 
Your Cell Phone #   Your Email Address (print)  Gender 
 
________________________________________________    ___Yes   ___No 
Name of parent/guardian you prefer we contact (print)  Are you eligible for free/reduced 
lunch? 
 ___________________________  
 ______________________________________ 
 Parents/Guardian Cell Phone #   Parent/Guardian Email Address (print) 
 
Please let us know what you plan to do after high school graduation: 
 
__ Attend a four-year college/university in Louisiana: 
__ Centenary College   __ Dillard University   __ Grambling State   __Louisiana College   
__ Louisiana Tech   __ LSU   __ LSUA   __ LSUS   __ Loyola University NO    
__ McNeese State   __ Nicholls State   __ Northwestern State    
__ Our Lady of the Lake College   __ Southeastern Louisiana   __ Southern-BR    
__ Southern-NO   __ University of Holy Cross   __UL-Lafayette   __ UL-Monroe    
__ University of New Orleans   __ Xavier University  
 
__ Attend a four-year college university out of state: 
 Name of college_______________________ Location (city/state): __________________ 
 
If you plan to attend a four-year college/university, did you pay a deposit to enroll at (or get a deposit fee 
waiver from) your college/university? __Yes __No __Don't Know 
 
__ Attend a two-year college: 
 __Baton Rouge CC   __Bossier Parish CC   __Delgado CC   __Louisiana Delta CC 
 __LSUE   __Elaine P. Nunez CC   __River Parishes CC   __Southern-Shreveport 
__South Louisiana CC   __SOWELA CC 
 __Other: ______________ 
 
__ Attend a trade school: 
 __Central Louisiana Technical CC   __L.E. Fletcher Technical CC 
 __Louisiana Technical College   
__Other: _____________________ 
 
__ Enlist into Military Service: 
 Military Branch: ____________________ 
 
__ Work Full-time (list type of work/place of employment): 
_______________________________________ 






































Purpose: Introduction and Acceptance 
Text:  “Hi [student name], this is [peer mentor name].  We want to help you with college!  Stay tuned for 
key summer to-dos.  Save this number.  You can text us with questions!” 
Text:  “Did you get into the school you wanted? If so, which ones (s)?” 
 
Message 2 
Purpose:  FAFSA or Financial Aid Letter 
Text:  “Hi [student name]!  Did you fill out your FAFSA?  Reply “STOP” to stop receiving text messages.” 
 
Message 3 
Purpose:  Institution Orientation 
Text:  “Hi [student name]!  Have you signed up for the [institution] orientation?  Don’t forget!  Reply 
“STOP” to stop receiving text messages.”  
 
Message 4 
Purpose:  College Plans 
Text:  “Hi [student name]!  Still planning to attend [institution], or have your plans changed?  Have another 
plan?  Reply “STOP” to stop receiving text messages.” 
 
Message 5 
Purpose:  Tuition Reminder 
Text:  “Hi [student name]!  The [institution] bill is coming soon!  [url to each institution’s payment plans] 
Reply “STOP” to stop receiving text messages.” 
 
Message 6 
Purpose:  Placement Tests 
Text:  “Hi [student name]!  Remember to take any [institution] placement test or get an exemption?  [url to 
each institution’s placement site] Reply “STOP” to stop receiving text messages.” 
 
Message 7 
Purpose:  Notification of Ancillary Costs 
Text:  “Hi [student name]!  [Institution] may require you to have health insurance that may be extra.  Also, 
do not forget about other costs, like books and housing.  [url to each institution’s housing and insurance 
requirements] Reply “STOP” to stop receiving text messages.” 
 
Message 8 
Purpose:  Check-in 
Text:  “Hi [student name]!  How’s the college planning going?  Do you need help with anything?  Reply 
“STOP” to stop receiving text messages.” 
 
Message 9 
Purpose:  Reminder about tuition bills 
Text:  “Hi [student name]!  The [institution] tuition bill is due soon?  Need information about tuition 
payment options?  [url to tuition page] Reply “STOP” to stop receiving text messages.” 
 
Message 10 
Purpose:  Reminder first day of school and move-in day 
Text:  “Hi [student name]!  Can you believe the first day of classes at [institution] is [first date], and move-












Peer Mentor Timeline 
 
1. Send your scripted text messages by noon on the date below.   
2. Double-check the student with the school they are attending.  They may have 
changed. 
3. Make sure the student did not reply to STOP.  If they did, do not include them 
anymore.  
4. Go on your log sheets to record that you sent the message.  This will make sure you 
didn't miss anyone and keep you organized. 
5. Any questions, feel free to give me a call at 318.332.1470.  
6. If you forgot to send out a text message or forgot a student, please contact me 
immediately.  
7. You will receive a text message from me the night before, and the morning the text 
message is to be sent out 
 
 Text Message #1:       
  14-Jun-19       
         
 Text Message #2:       
  21-Jun-19       
         
 Text Message #3:       
  28-Jun-19       
         
 Text Message #4:       
  5-Jul-19       
         
 Text Message #5:       
  12-Jul-19       
         
 Text Message #6:       
  19-Jul-19       
         
 Text Message #7:       
  26-Jul-19       
         
 Text Message #8:       
  2-Aug-19       
         
 Text Message #9:       
  9-Aug-19       
         
 Text Message #10:       















































































You are being requested to participate in a research study.   This form has important 
information about the reason for doing this study, what we will ask you to do, and the 
way we would like to use that information.   
 
Study Title:  Louisiana Summer Melt 
 
Principal Investigator:  Jason Stelly, Doctor of Education candidate at Louisiana Tech 
University 
 
IRB Study Number: 
 
Why are you doing this study? 
You are being asked to participate in a study about Summer Melt.  Summer melt is when 
a student applies and gets accepted into a college or university but does not attend any 
school after graduating. 
 
The purpose of the study is to see if a peer mentor intervention can help students who 
qualified and want to go to college, make it to school in the fall after graduation.  
 
What will I be asked to do? 
You will be asked to send ten text messages to graduated high school students preparing 
to go to college.   
We would like to keep all the text message communication between you and the student 
to make sure that we remember all the information accurately. You will keep all the text 
messages and turn them into me, Jason Stelly.  I will keep all the transcribed messages in 
my office under lock and key.  All the names of the students will be removed from the 
text messages.  We will only keep the messages to ensure each was correctly sent. 
 
You can answer any question from the student via text.  However, you cannot speak with 
the student on the phone, video chat, or any other form of communication.  You cannot 
initiate communication with the student other than the scripted text messages.   
 
What are the possible risks or discomforts? 
To the best of my knowledge, the things you would be doing in this study have no more 
risk of harm than the risks of everyday life. 
 
Your participation in this study does not involve any physical or emotional risk to you 
beyond that of everyday life. 
 
As with all research, there is a chance that confidentiality of the information we collect 
about you could be breached – we will take steps to minimize this risk, as discussed in 





What are the possible benefits? 
Taking part in this research study may not benefit your child personally, but we may 
learn new things that will help others.  This study is designed to learn more about 
summer melt and how to solve it.   
 
It is possible, your child may have hurdles cleared, or questions answered that might have 
otherwise prevented him/her from attending college.   
 
How will you protect the information you collect and how will that information be 
shared? 
The results of this study may be used in publications and presentations.  However, no 
names will be used in any results.  Also, results will be looked at as a whole population 
and not as individuals.   
 
Financial Information 
Participation in this study may involve costs for you.  You will be sending or receiving at 
least ten text messages.  Depending on your current phone plan, various costs may occur.  
Participation in this study is voluntary; however, every peer mentor participating in the 
study will receive a new Lenovo Yoga Touch Screen Computer.   
 
What are my rights as a research participant? 
Participation in this study is voluntary.  You may withdraw from this study at any time -- 
you will not be penalized in any way or lose any sort of benefits for deciding to stop 
participation.   
If you decide to withdraw from this study, the researcher will ask if the information 
already collected from you can be used. 
 
Who can I contact if I have questions or concerns about this research study? 
If you have any questions, you may contact: 
 




Permission for Participation in Research  
I have read this form, and the research study has been explained to me. I have been 
allowed to ask questions, and my questions have been answered. If I have additional 
questions, I have been told whom to contact. I am a willing participant in the research 
study described above and will receive a copy of this informed consent form once I sign 
it.   
The initial one of the following to indicate your choice: 
_____ (initial) I agree to… 
_____ (initial) I do not agree to… 
__________________________________________________________ 
 ____________ 












Student Sex Cell Colleges
First Name Last Name M/F Phone # Higher Education Institutions
First Name Last Name M/F Phone # Higher Education Institutions
First Name Last Name M/F Phone # Higher Education Institutions
First Name Last Name M/F Phone # Higher Education Institutions
First Name Last Name M/F Phone # Higher Education Institutions
First Name Last Name M/F Phone # Higher Education Institutions
First Name Last Name M/F Phone # Higher Education Institutions





















Schools in your parish are being requested to participate in a research study.   This form 
has important information about the reason for doing this study, what we will ask your 
schools to do, and the way we would like to use that information.   
 
Study Title:  Louisiana Summer Melt 
 
Principal Investigator:  Jason Stelly, Doctor of Education candidate at Louisiana Tech 
University 
 
IRB Study Number: 
 
Why are you doing this study? 
Schools in your parish are being asked to participate in a study about Summer Melt.  
Summer melt is when a student applies and gets accepted into a college or university but 
does not attend any school after graduating. 
 
The purpose of the study is to see if a peer mentor intervention can help students who 
qualified and want to go to college, make it to school in the fall after graduation.  
 
What will I be asked to do? 
You will be required to do nothing during the duration of the study.  However, students 
preparing to go to college in your parish will be asked to receive ten text messages from 
peer mentors.  Peer mentors are college students in their first two years attending a 
Louisiana higher education institution 
 
We would like to keep all the text message communication between the peer mentor and 
the student to make sure that we remember all the information accurately.  I will keep all 
the transcribed messages in my office under lock and key.  All the names of the students 
will be removed from the text messages.  We will only keep the messages to ensure each 
was appropriately sent. 
 
You will receive a copy of all scripted text messages, the Louisiana Senior Exit Survey, 
the informed consent form for students, and the informed consent form for principals at 
participating schools.   
 
What are the possible risks or discomforts? 
To the best of my knowledge, the things you would be doing in this study have no more 
risk of harm than the risks of everyday life. 
 
Your participation in this study does not involve any physical or emotional risk to you 
beyond that of everyday life. 
 
As with all research, there is a chance that confidentiality of the information we collect 
about you could be breached – we will take steps to minimize this risk, as discussed in 





What are the possible benefits? 
Taking part in this research study may not benefit you personally, but we may learn new 
things that will help others.  This study is designed to learn more about summer melt and 
how to solve it.   
 
How will you protect the information you collect and how will that information be 
shared? 
The results of this study may be used in publications and presentations.  However, no 
names will be used in any results.  Also, results will be looked at as a whole population 
and not as individuals.   
 
Financial Information 
Participation in this study will involve no costs for you.   
 
What are my rights as a research participant? 
Participation in this study is voluntary.  You may withdraw from this study at any time -- 
you will not be penalized in any way or lose any sort of benefits for deciding to stop 
participation.   
 
If you decide to withdraw from this study, the researcher will ask if the information 
already collected from you can be used. 
 
Who can I contact if I have questions or concerns about this research study? 
If you have any questions, you may contact: 
 




Permission for Participation in Research  
I have read this form, and the research study has been explained to me. I have been 
allowed to ask questions, and my questions have been answered. If I have additional 
questions, I have been told whom to contact. I am a willing participant in the research 
study described above and will receive a copy of this informed consent form once I sign 
it.   
 
The initial one of the following to indicate your choice: 
_____ (initial) I agree to… 
_____ (initial) I do not agree to… 
__________________________________________________________   




Name (printed) and Signature       Date  











Schools in your parish are being requested to participate in a research study.   This form 
has important information about the reason for doing this study, what we will ask your 
schools to do, and the way we would like to use that information.   
 
Study Title:  Louisiana Summer Melt 
 
Principal Investigator:  Jason Stelly, Doctor of Education candidate at Louisiana Tech 
University 
 
IRB Study Number: 
 
Why are you doing this study? 
Students in your school are being asked to participate in a study about Summer Melt.  
Summer melt is when a student applies and gets accepted into a college or university but 
does not attend any school after graduating. 
 
The purpose of the study is to see if a peer mentor intervention can help students who 
qualified and want to go to college, make it to school in the fall after graduation.  
 
What will I be asked to do? 
You will be required to do nothing during the duration of the study.  However, students 
preparing to go to college in your school will be asked to receive ten text messages from 
peer mentors.  Peer mentors are college students in their first two years attending a 
Louisiana higher education institution 
 
We would like to keep all the text message communication between the peer mentor and 
the student to make sure that we remember all the information accurately.  I will keep all 
the transcribed messages in my office under lock and key.  All the names of the students 
will be removed from the text messages.  We will only keep the messages to ensure each 
was correctly sent. 
 
You will receive a copy of all scripted text messages, the Louisiana Senior Exit Survey, 
and the informed consent form for students. 
 
What are the possible risks or discomforts? 
To the best of my knowledge, the things you would be doing in this study have no more 
risk of harm than the risks of everyday life. 
 
Your participation in this study does not involve any physical or emotional risk to you 
beyond that of everyday life. 
 
As with all research, there is a chance that confidentiality of the information we collect 
about you could be breached – we will take steps to minimize this risk, as discussed in 
more detail below in this form. 
 




Taking part in this research study may not benefit you personally, but we may learn new 
things that will help others.  This study is designed to learn more about summer melt and 
how to solve it.   
 
How will you protect the information you collect and how will that information be 
shared? 
The results of this study may be used in publications and presentations.  However, no 
names will be used in any results.  Also, results will be looked at as a whole population 
and not as individuals.   
 
Financial Information 
Participation in this study will involve no costs for you.   
 
What are my rights as a research participant? 
Participation in this study is voluntary.  You may withdraw from this study at any time -- 
you will not be penalized in any way or lose any sort of benefits for deciding to stop 
participation.   
 
If you decide to withdraw from this study, the researcher will ask if the information 
already collected from you can be used. 
 
Who can I contact if I have questions or concerns about this research study? 
If you have any questions, you may contact: 
 




Permission for Participation in Research  
I have read this form, and the research study has been explained to me. I have been 
allowed to ask questions, and my questions have been answered. If I have additional 
questions, I have been told whom to contact. I am a willing participant in the research 
study described above and will receive a copy of this informed consent form once I sign 
it.   
 
The initial one of the following to indicate your choice: 
_____ (initial) I agree to… 
_____ (initial) I do not agree to… 
 
__________________________________________________________  
















Thank you for your participation.   
 
The purpose of this study is to determine the effects of a peer mentor intervention on 
summer melt.  You are the peer mentor intervention.  To get accurate results in the study, 
I ask you to follow the parameters and directions listed below.   
 
1. Please send out the text messages promptly.  I will send you a reminder text message to 
send your text messages.  Please send out your text messages by noon of the posted dates.  
You will receive a date and timeline of when the text messages will go out.  Please save 
these dates and times on your phone.  Program reminders on your phone if it helps. 
2. If you fail to send a message on time or forget a student, please let me know immediately.  
It will be ok to send it late, but I will need to record it.   
3. Only communicate with the student via text messaging: no voice calls, video chatting, or 
any other form of communication.  Also, all text messages will be sent via the Google 
Voice Application.  This will prevent the student from having your real phone number.  
Please do not share your real number with them.   
4. You may respond to text messages from the student at any time.  However, please do not 
initiate any conversation except for the ten scripted text messages or unless asked by me.   
5. Please be conscious when responding to students.  Please do not delete any text 
messages.  I need all the text messages turned into me at the end of the summer.  
Remember, most of the students are underage; please be conscious of the nature of 
conversations.  If the student asks a question and you do not know the answer, please feel 
free to contact me at 318.332.1470.   
6. Do not recruit the student to your school nor identify the school you are attending.  Also, 
do not tell the student anything personal about you other than your first name unless they 
specifically ask:  i.e., sex, race, sexual orientation, religion, etc.  
7. You are welcome to discuss your personal college experience, but remember the content 
of your responses will be recorded.  If you are unsure if you can answer a question, feel 
free to ask me.  You can call or text me at any time.  My number is 318.332.1470. 
8. Please fill out your log for each student.  You will have a log sheet for each student, and 
this will help you remember which student you sent a text message.  I would ask for you 
to return the log sheets at the end of the study, even if you did not use them.   
9. At the end of the study, I will ask you for all the transcripts of your text conversations.  
Do not worry about typing them; I will collect screenshots of them.  You are welcome to 
send me them in any electronic form-texting, email, etc.  If you cannot send them 
electronically, I will travel to you and get the pictures directly from your phone.   
10. Please do not delete any text message.  Do not worry about getting in trouble.  If you do 
not break the law, I will not report your conversation to anyone.  There is no topic off 
limits, again, within legal bounds.  I, alone, will know the identity of the peer mentor 
assigned to the student.  Please do not share with other mentors the details about the 
students.  As soon as I receive your transcripts, I will remove your name from all 
communication.  Do not be afraid of speaking with the student, but do be aware of the 
content.  Please see the next page regarding messages and procedures of sending them.   
 
Do not share the student’s contact information with anyone.  This 











1. What were the two things you liked about the study? 
2. What were the two things you disliked about the study? 
3. What were some unforeseen problems, and did you feel prepared to answer them? 
4. What information was missing on the institution information sheet? 












Instructions for downloading and using Google Voice.   
 
1. You must go to your app store and down the Google Voice Application.   
2. Follow the instructions on the application to login.  You may use your Google or 
Gmail login information.  If you do not have a Google or Gmail login or do not 
want to use your login, you may create a new one.  It is free of charge.    
3. Pick a location for the source of your new number.  It can be from anywhere you 
would like. 
4. Once you create your number, the application is navigable. 
5. The bottom of the application is an option of calls, contacts, messages, and 
voicemails. 
6. Save the student’s numbers in your contacts.  
7. Link the Google Voice contacts option with your contacts.   
8. Use the message option to send text messages.   













Louisiana Summer Melt Proposal Summary-Administrators 
Schools in your parish are being asked to participate in a study about Summer Melt.  
Summer melt is when a student applies and gets accepted into a college or university but 
does not attend any school after graduating. 
 
The purpose of the study is to see if a peer mentor intervention can help students who 
qualified and want to go to college, make it to school in the fall after graduation. 
 
The schools selected for your parish are 1) Redacted, 2) Redacted, 3) Redacted, 4) 
Redacted, 5) Redacted, 6) Redacted, and 7) Redacted.  The high schools were selected by 
the percentage of low socioeconomic students enrolled.   
 
Through counselors at your school, I will recruit students for participation.  Each student 
will be required to have their parents sign an informed consent form.  Once informed 
consent is obtained, the student will be asked to fill out the Louisiana Senior Exit Survey 
to determine their plans after graduation.   
 
You will be required to do nothing during the duration of the study.  However, students 
preparing to go to college in your parish will be asked to receive ten text messages from 
peer mentors.  Peer mentors are college students in their first two years attending a 
Louisiana higher education institution.  The peer mentors come from Redacted, Redacted, 
Redacted, Redacted, and Redacted.  The text messages will be delivered via RemindMe 
App.  Students are not required to have the app to receive text messages.   
 
We would like to keep all the text message communication between the peer mentor and 
the student to make sure that we remember all the information accurately.  I will keep all 
the transcribed messages in my office under lock and key.  All the names of the students 
will be removed from the text messages.  We will only keep the messages to ensure each 
was correctly sent. 
 
Below is a copy of all scripted text messages, the Louisiana Senior Exit Survey, the 
informed consent form for students, and the informed consent form for students at 
participating schools.   
 
Participation in this study does not involve any physical or emotional risk to the students. 
 
Taking part in this research study may not benefit you personally, but we may learn new 
things that will help others.  This study is designed to learn more about summer melt and 
how to solve it.   
 
The results of this study may be used in publications and presentations.  However, no 
names will be used in any results.  Also, results will be looked at as a whole population 












Louisiana Summer Melt Proposal Summary-Principals 
 
Schools in your parish are being asked to participate in a study about Summer Melt.  
Summer melt is when a student applies and gets accepted into a college or university but 
does not attend any school after graduating. 
 
The purpose of the study is to see if a peer mentor intervention can help students who 
qualified and want to go to college, make it to school in the fall after graduation. 
 
The high schools were selected by the percentage of low socioeconomic students 
enrolled.   
 
Through counselors at your school, I will recruit students for participation.  Each student 
will be required to have their parents sign an informed consent form.  Once informed 
consent is obtained, the student will be asked to fill out the Louisiana Senior Exit Survey 
to determine their plans after graduation.   
 
You will be required to do nothing during the duration of the study.  However, students 
preparing to go to college in your parish will be asked to receive ten text messages from 
peer mentors.  Peer mentors are college students in their first two years attending a 
Louisiana higher education institution.  The peer mentors come from Redacted, Redacted, 
Redacted, Redacted, and Redacted.  The text messages will be delivered via RemindMe 
App.  Students are not required to have the app to receive text messages.   
 
We would like to keep all the text message communication between the peer mentor and 
the student to make sure that we remember all the information accurately.  I will keep all 
the transcribed messages in my office under lock and key.  All the names of the students 
will be removed from the text messages.  We will only keep the messages to ensure each 
was correctly sent. 
 
Below is a copy of all scripted text messages, the Louisiana Senior Exit Survey, the 
informed consent form for students, and the informed consent form for students at 
participating schools.   
 
Participation in this study does not involve any physical or emotional risk to the students. 
 
Taking part in this research study may not benefit you personally, but we may learn new 
things that will help others.  This study is designed to learn more about summer melt and 
how to solve it.   
 
The results of this study may be used in publications and presentations.  However, no 
names will be used in any results.  Also, results will be looked at as a whole population 
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